
A  r e c a l i b r a t i o n  o f  t h e  H i r o s h i m a  c l a L a  w i t h  t h e  c o r r e c L  n u m b e r s  f o r  b e t a

rad la t ion  may show t l iac  chemica ls  l i ke  l {TO are  more  dangerous  than

p r e v i o u s l y  t l i o u g h t ,  f o r c i n g  a  r e v i s i o n  o f  t h e  N C R I '  d a t a .  Y e t  n o  m e n t t o n

is  made o f  th is  i -n  the  E l .S .
P o i n t  N o .  B .  T h e  N R C  m a k e s ;  n o  m e l l t i o n  o f  t h e  r e l i a b i l l t y  o f  i h e  v e n d o r s

and coml>ar r les  wh ich  may ever r tu i t l . l y  car ry  o t t l -  the  re lease o f  th is  water

ln to  the  a l r  o r  t i - ver .
N o r m a l l y  i t  i s  n o t .  t h a t  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  t h e  I t I S  a d d r e s s  t h i s  q u e s t i o l l .

H o w e v e r ,  g l ' v e n  t h e  r a t h e r  u n s a v o r y  d o c u m e n t e d  h i s t o r y  o f  p a s t  d e c e p t i o n ,

some o f  i t  con .sc ious  and some o f  i t  border : ing  on  Lhe c r im ina l ,  i t  i s  no t

too  much to  ask  the  NRC to  t l io ro t rg l i l y  eva lua te  the  re l iab l l i t y  o f  l -hese

compan ies  and the  ro le  o f  the .  u t i i i t y .
P o i n t  N o .  g .  N o t  e n o u g h  a t t e n t i o n  i s  p : i i d  t o  t h e  n e g a t l v e  e f f e c E s  o f

r i ve . r  dumping ,  bo t .h  commerc ia l  and env i . r :onn ien ta l . .  As  a l l  exampler  con-

s i d e r  t h e  f a c c  t h a t  9 0  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  v a l u e  f r o m  C h e s a p e a k e  f i s h e r l e s

c o m e s  f r o m  s h e l l  f l s h ,  a  l u x u r y  i t e i r i  f o r  m a n y  r e s t a u r a n t s  a n d  h e n c e '

h i g h l y  s u b j e c L  t o  p e o p l e t s  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  h o w  s a f e  i t  i s  t o  e a t  t h e  s h e l l

f  i s h .
th .e  we l l -pub l i c lzed  c lumping  o f  the  i .nsecL ic j .de  Capone and o ther  po l lu -

t a n t s  i n  i i t u  l 9 7 0 r s  l n  t h e  C h e s t r p e a k e  c a u s e d  e n o u g h  n e g a t i v e  i m p r e s s i o n s

for  the  consumer  to  have a  s izeab le  econon ic  e f fec t  on  the  Chesapeake

economy,  The adverse  e f fec t  on  the  sa le  o f  oys ters  and b lue  f i sh  i s  r^ te l l

documented caus ing  an  economic  loss  to  the  area .

Dumping o f  TMI  waste  water  i .n to  the  r i ver  cou ld  very  we l l  have a  negat ive

e f fec t  on  the  economy o f  the  area  g iven the  fac t  tha t  much o f  the  economy

res ts  on  the  luxury  i tems tha t  a re  h igh ly  suscept ib le  to  changes in

p e o p l e r s  t a s t e s .
P o i n t  N o .  1 0 ,  a n d  c h e  l a s t  P o i n t .  I n

ment  to  the  EIS is  no t  very  va luab le

NRC has  no t  done i t s  homework  and i t  i

f - i f i c  c o n c l u s i o n  g i v e n  t h e  p a u c i t y  o f

summary,  I  f ind the present  suPPIe-
f rom a sc ient i f ic  po i -nt  o f  v iew.  The
s hirrd to make a reasonable scien-
sc ienr i f ic  in format ion conta ined in

the report,

At best, ゴ `t Shows a certattn insensitivity and a lackadaisical attitude

towards radiation safety and at WOrst, it shows an incl土 nattton to dis―

regard the health and safety of the PeoPle in HarriSburB.

That is the Presentation of Dr. Mttchlo Kaku.  I might have read ttt too

qu■.ckly and tt hope you were able to al■  COmprehend it.

Since l a■ l not a technical export, I'm not disposed to answer any ques―

tions you lllay have.  But what l will do tts make some copies available

Ferhaps aこ  a later date to the Commisstton because tt think Dr. Kaku is a

reknowl■ world eXpert and l think his oPiniOn is much valued.

[DiscussttOn]

ERIC EPSTEIN:  1'm ]ust going to make a brief statement because l think I've

sattd all that l really wanted to Say at thc other meetin3S・   工 3uSt hOpe

for a cllange tilat SOmebody from an NRC― affiliated body l■ stens, and that

would be a delightful change to past actions of the NRC in the past.

工'■1 3ust read briefly,

Wetve gotton SO used tO being igrlored alld having NRC― aff± 1土ated bodies

rule against us that l appear here tonight hoping for once that a decis―

lon will be rendered in favor of thC residellts of Central Pennsylvania,
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I feel we must not become so desensitttzed by the statistics represerLied

by CPU, the NRC, and DOE that we ■ ose perspective of what's at stake.
Again, rather than make any more statements or point to CPU's Past

history of miscOnduct and misdeeds, i think it'3 土 mportant that you take

the time right now tO heed the advice Of 」 。hn F. Kennedy when he urged

the endin3 0f above― ground nucttcar testin3・
And l quOte:  "The number of children and grandchildren with cancer in

their bones, with leukemtta in their blood or with PoiSOn in their lungs

might seem statistically small to some in comparison with natural

hazards, but ttlis is not a natural hazard and ゴ ,こ 土s not a statistical

is suet  The loss of even one human l土 fe or malformation of one baby who

may be born long after ve are gone should be Of cOncern tO us a11。   Our

ch主ldren and grandchildren are not merely statistics towards which we can

be ■ndifferent.・

That concludes my presentation.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Thank you, Eric.

くAPPlause)

」OEL ROTH:  The qucsttton I'In about to ask you ― ― we are the break were tryttn3

とo come up with some answers and PerhaPs you could helP me on that.

As far as numbers of people who you feel are truly concerned with this

issue, and tt know you said to me tonight that you had received a lot of

calls, and 工 've received some calls, but is there any way you can he■
p

us, you know, with just some type of numbers or feeling that you have

30tten on the people who are truly concerned?

ERIC EPSTEIN:  Well, 正  reaコ.ly cantt give you an accurate number based on the

phone calls that I Bet and the people 工  talk to.  I can tell yじ じ that

anybody l talk tO and have come ■ n contact with is adamantly oPPosed tO

dumping the water and evaporating into the river, and l think that

aことitude stems from their perception of CPU and the NRC as not operating

■n their best interests.

工 don't think faithfully, 」 oel, I can render you a figure of how IIlany

peoPle.  I can 3ust tell you that overwhelmin31y not one person has said
to me that they are in favor of dumping it or evaporating it into こ he

air.

This is the first time since the restart that there has been this much

Public interest converging on an issue.  I Inean the phones are ringing
off the hook and we are getting letters and requests on the scale that we

had at the point of a restart dccision.  So there is a loこ  of attention

focused.

I think the reason that you may not see nulnbers l土 ke you used to see is

because peoPle are aPathetic.  I mean to some degree the NRC, and 工  dontt

know how to say this any more delicately, has screwed tllelll and so has the

utility.

(Applause)

I really think you have a unique oPPortunity to reverse that tFend and

perhaps show some courage and make the decision that is favorable to the
residents of Pennsy■ vania for a change.  That's the only way l can

truthfully resPond tO that question.
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JOEL ROTH: Thank you.

ELIZ,{BETH I'IARSIIALL: Mr. Epsrein --

NIEL WALD: Can I follow up on rhat?

ARTHUR MORRIS: Yes. NleL and rhen ELlzabeth.

NIEL WALD: I Just wanted to ask whether you detect any public favor for
keep!.ng the water on Three Mile Island?

ERIC EPSTEIN: Well,  I  thlnk a lot of people are comfortable wlth that idea
because,  f l rs t  o f  a l l ,  I  th lnk people are t i red of  be ing dumped on,  and
any PercePtlon of anything being evaporated or dumped on them was a
perceptLon of them being e::posed to more radiation, whlch I thtnk 1s an
accurate perceptlon.
I thlnk there ls a feel lng from a 1ot of people that they could deal with
the water stayLng on the lsland unti l  a safer method of dLsposal is
found.

NIEL WALD: And they would trusr GPU to --

ERIC EPSTEIN: I donrt thlnk they would trust GPU to do anythlngr 1lou know,
but I think there would be a lot more trust -- let me be frank with you.
There would be a lot of trust for them to keep it  in the water where it
can at least be manl-tored rather than have them disperse lt into the air
or dump it into the water. And I think that people are just t ired of
belng dumped on.
Irm not saying that they would trust the NRC or the EPA or the DOE to do
it,  becatlse I don't think they would. I  dontt think you can regal-n the
level of trust from this community that you once had before the accident
-  ever .  I  thLnk that ts  gone.

NIEL WALD: No, Itm just looklng at the water problem because I remember there
tras a lot of objectlon to Three Mtle Island being a naste disposal slte.

ERIC EPSTEIN: Yes, I agree, and Irve sparred wlth Tom about this before and
Itm not going to get Lnto now, but I think there ls that potentlal in the
future that the fuel pools w111 be uti l ized in that capacity.
But  I rm tak lng other  peoplefs  t ime,

ARTHUR MORRIS: One last questl-on.
Elizabeth.

ELTZABETH MARSHALL; Niel asked the quesrion r was going to ask.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Okay. Thank you, Eric.

ERIC EPSTEIN: Youtre welcome.
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BRE' I {DA WITMBR:  My name is  Brenda Wi tmer .  I fm f rom Lancas ter  and f  fm a  member
o f  t h e  S u s q u e h a n n a  V a 1 1 e y  A l l i a n c e .  I  w i l l  b e  r e a c l i n g  t h e  s t a t e m e r r t  o f
C a r l  J o h n s o n  w h o  i s  a  m e d i c a l  d o c t o r  a n d  D i r e c t o r  o f  t l - r e  t l e : r l t h  D e p a r c -
m e n t  o f  S o u t h  D a k o t a  U n i v e r s i t y .  H e  i s  a l s o  a n  e x p e r t  w i t n e s s  l n  a  c o u r c
case.  I t  was  an  impor tan t  case re f lec tLng the  hea l t t r  e f fec ts  o f  workers
a t  R o c k y  F l a t s .
T h i s  l e t t e r  w a s  w r l t t e n  o n  F e b r u a r y  2 l s t ,  L g g 7 ,
I  have rev iewed th is  d ra f t  supp lement  and w ish  tc ,  make the  fo l low inr r
cofitrnents.
I n  t h e  S u m m a r y  o n  P a g e  v ,  I  n o t e  t h a t  t h e  d i s p o s a l  v o l u n e  o f  a c c i d e n t -
g e n e r a t e d  w a t e r  w a s  f e x p e c t e d  t o  b e  4 0 , 0 0 0  t o  8 0 , 0 0 0  c u b i c  f e e t  ( i 1 , 0 0 0
t o  1 3 r 0 0 0  c u b l c  m e t e r s )  t  .  r  b e l i e v e  t h a t  c u b i c  f e e t  h a v e  b e e n  c o n v e r t e d
here  ln to  square  meters  and no t  cub ic  meters .
In  the  second paragraph o f  the  Summary ,  I  see  tha t  the  f ina l  p rocess ing
w i l l  l n v o l v e  a b o u t  2 . 1  m l l l i o n  g a l l o n s ,  o r  7 . 9  m i l l i o n  l i t e r s  w i t h  a b o u t
11000 cur i .e .s  o f  t r i t ium and smal le r  amounts  o f  ces iu rn- l37  and s t ron t ium-
90.  There  is  no  ment ion  here  o f  u ran ium,  p lu ton ium,  o r  o ther  t ransuran-
i c s  n o r  o f  o t h e r  o f  t h e  5 0 0  d i f f e r e n t  r a d i o n u c l i d e s  o f  p o t e n t i a l
lmpor tance in  the  assessment  o f  con taminat ion  around nucJ-ear  fac i l i t i es .
Th ls  i s  a  very  ser l -ous  overs igh t .  I  be l ieve  tha t  t t re  concent ra t ion  o f
a l l  o f  these shou ld  be  de termined.
The summary  es t lmates  tha t  the  cons idered d isposa l  a l te rna t ives  w i l l  have
an lmpact  o f  on ly  zero  to  .003 rad ia t lon- induced cancer  deaths  in  the
worker  popu la t ion  and on ly  zero  to  0 .0003 fo r  rad ia t lon- inducec l  car rcer
f a t a l i t i e s  i n  t h e  o f f - s i t e  p o p u l a t i o n .
I f  th is  water  l s  rea l l y  tha t  innocuous,  shou ld  the  p lan t  save i t  to  be
used in  d r ink ing  water  founta ins  fo r  the  ernp loyees  a t  the  p lan t  o r  shou ld
l t  b e  c a r b o n a t e d ,  b o t t l e d ,  a n d  s o l d  i n  s t o r e s  a s  s p r i n g  w a t e r ?
As r  reca l l ,  the  reac tor  core  in  th is  p lan t  was  par t ia l l l '  me l ted  down and
th is  v /a te r  has  been in  and around the  i00  tons  o f  par t la l l y  me l ted
uran ium wi th  p lu ton ium and o ther  ac t i va t ion  and f i ss icn  produc ts  fo r
near ly  seven years .  Many o f  these meta ls  and compounds are  qu i te  water
s o l u b l e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  u r a n i u m .
The SchwarzutaLder Uranium Mine, for example, in Golden, Colorado aE t imes
pumps ou t  more  than a  mi l l ion  ga l lons  o f  water  each day ,  anC in  the  pas t
and perhaps  today  a lso  th is  has  been d ischarged in to  pub l i c  water
supp l ies .  The water  a t  t imes conta ins  more  than 101000 p icocur ies  per
l l - te r  o f  a lpha rad ia t ion  f rom the  uran ium.
The contac t  there  be tween hra ter  and uran ium ore  has  been a t  ra ther  coo l
tempera tures ,  no t  in  a  superheated  env i ronment  such as  has  occur red  a t
TMI-2 .  I  canr t  be l ieve  tha t  there  is  no t  a  la rge  amount  o f  u ran ium and
i ts  p rogeny and o ther  t ransuran ics  d isso lved in  th is  r ra te r  in  TMI-2 .  And
Y e t ,  l - n  r e a d i n g  t h i s  r e p o r t  I  d l d n r t  s e e  a n y  m e n t i o n  o f  a l p h a  r a d i a t i o n
1eve ls  Per  l i te r  o f  water ,  nor  o f  the  concent ra t ion  o f  u ran ium and o ther
t ransuran i -cs  in  the  water .
I n  t h e  m a n u s c r i p t  t h e r e  w a s  a  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  b a c k g r o u n d  r a d i a t i o n  l e v e 1 s
in  sur face  w i : te rs  downst rearn  and these d iscussed the  leve ls  o f  a lpha
rad ia t ion  and rad ium in  the  v ra te r  amount ing  to  severa l  p icocur ies  per
l i t e r .  T h e  l a c k  o f  i n f o r m a t l o n  i n  t h l s  d r a f t  r e p o r t  o n  t h e  c o n c e n t r a t i o n
of  u ran ium and t ransuran ics  1n  the  waste  water  i s  very  puzzL ing .
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The range and concentrations of radttonuclides in the water should be

determined by a number of agencies and ttndependent laboratories and the

radiatiOn protection guides should be those developed by the EPA or more

conservative independent researchers.  For example, the EPA has advised a

l■mit of 10 Picocuries Per liter of uranium in water in contrast to a

linit of 6,000 suPPOrted by the DePartment of Energy.

Further, the units in the book should be consistent with the present EPA

Practice.   After all, thtts is an envttronmental ttmpact statement.
RadiatiOn activities should be exPreSSed in teLlliS Of PiCOcuries per liter

of water and Picocuries per cubic meter of air.  The use of awttard un■ ts
l土ke IIlicrocuries Per milllliter and the use of 134rge negative exponents

should be avo土 ded since these are confusing even to experts and espec土 ―

ally cOnfusing to the public.

In severa■  places the iext reads as if the tritium in the water is there
as a gas.  In fact, tritium (which is hydrogen) oxidizes with oxygen and

ozone over time to foL■ i tritttated water or heavy watere  The evaporation

Process will sinPly evaPOrate off all the tritium as a tritiated vapor
which is I■ uch more toxic on inhalatiOn or ingestion than is tritium gas.

I think that we do not have enough information tO make a decision about

the disposition of this water.  I recommend against any of the methods of

disPosal at this time until there has been exhaustive analysis of the

water by a nul■ ber of agencies and independent laboratories and univers―

ities, including one or two in Canada.

The water should be analyzed also, for example, by the EPA and by the

UoS. Ceological Survey which does get involved in what happens to water

in the environment.  工  have attached a figure from an EPA report on

l工quid emissions from a nuclear Power Plant in norIIlal operation to show
the range of radionuclides released in such noェ Hial operatttons.

I think we need tO know more about the assumptions made in calculating

doses to persons around the Plant from the radionuclides which might be

released by the various alternatives Proposed.

Those dose estimates should also include exPosure to every one of the 500

radionuclides of Potential importance in this water and should also

consider concentrations of radionuclides by marine plants and animals in

the food chain.

Sincerely, Carl 」 . Johnson, M.D.

And here is the little chart that is included.

[Discussion]

FRANCES SKOLNICK:  My name is Frances Skolnick.  1'm with the Susquehanna

Valley Alliance.

Dr, Wald, when you discussed Dr. Stewart's study with Dr. Ernest

Sternglass you mentioned that one of the reasons you questioned its

credibility was because the data had been c01lected from pregnant women

and you didn't think they could remember, and l find that real■ y
insulting to women。

(Applause)

You know, life is rea上 ly precious, and l believe that that is not an

emotional statement.  工  believe that that is a fact Of ■ ifeo  ltts sO

precttous indeed that it's really worth working to preserve ttt and even
fighting to improve its qua■ ity.

A。138



I t  l -s  our  responsLbi l l ty  to  work to  improve the qual l ty  o f  our  l lves.  I
thlnk that thls ls an endeavor whlch this panel and the public ate
embarking upon tonight.
In central Pennsyl-vania we have been the victLms of not only the releases
of radioactivity, but also a huge propaganda machine which inslsts that
radlat lon l_s not  harmfu l  to  our  heal th .
GPU Nuclear  has an extenslve publ lc  re la t lons out f i t  whlch has set  about
to convince the publlc ln thls area that this water is real- ly aLmost
qui te  pure and that  no mat ter  how l t  is  d isposed orr  whether  l t ts  in to
the air we breathe or lnto the water we drlnk we wlLl- not be harmed.
They are wrong. This l tater ls radloactive. We are a population already
impacted uPon. We need no more exposure from Three M|le Island.
(Applause)
We refuse to  se lect  evaporat ion as a choice.  When we are to ld  that  we
can dr ink or  breathe th ls  rad ioact lv l ty  we fee l  l lke pr isoners wl th ln  our
or.m environment
The t ru th is  there are other  a l ternat lves,  a l ternat l -ves whlch would
conta in the radioact iv l ty .  on l -y  those are acceptable.
(Applause)
Thi .s  isnr t  just  a  pol i t ica l  issue as some people th lnk.  Ratherr  l t rs  a
l i fe and death situatlon. We are talking about the quali ty of our l ives.
We and not GPU Nuclear or the NRC must take responsiblLity to make these
decisions about the quall ty of our own l ives and those of our chl ldren.
We cannot be cautious enough when making decLstons about the release of
radioact iv i ty .
Ladies and gentlemen of the panel I urge you to be cautlous. I urge you
to preserve the quali ty of our envlronment to the extent that we are
able. I  urge you to remember that statLstLcs are numbers and that
numbers belong to faces - a young face, an old face, yours and mine.
I urge you to take our message with yours to the NRC that we wil l  not
to lerate the evaporat ion of  rad ioact ive r raste ln to our  env i ronment .
Thank you.
(Applause)

ARTHUR MORRIS: Ms. Davenport.

NIEL WALD: Mr. Chalrman, wil l  you accept a comment or ls that out of order?

ARTHUR MoRRrs:  Go ahead,  p lease i f  i t ts  br ie f .  Go ahead,  Nie l .

NIEL WALD: In defense of pregnant women, I was trying to convey without
tak ing enough t ime to say i - t  that  Dr .  Stewart rs  s tudy was a ret rospect lve
one in which lnquired of these mothers long after the chlld -- the homes
of  ch i ldren who had d ied an;rwhere up to  l0  years before were v is i ted.  So
i t  was a mat ter  o f  recal l  o f  whether  i t  was two f i lms or  three f i lns l0
yea rs  be fo re ,  and  I  t h ink  tha t r s  a  d i f f i cu l t  f ea t  f o r  anyone  to  reca l l .
ID i scuss ion  ]

DEBRA DAVENPORT: I just have a few questions and also a few statements of
opinLon again.
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I  s t i l l  donr  t  want  the acc ident  water  dLscharged ln to the r lver  ora
evapora ted  l n to  the  a l r .
I  a lso fee l -  that  I  would l lke to  see i t  go to  Nevada,  but  I  can see that
publ lc  op ln ion very s t rongly  favors keeplng that  water  on the is land for
now.
I  fee l  that  the burden has been p laced on th is  populat lon f rom any
emanat ions f rom Three Ml le  Is land has been so extenslve and so damagfng
and so t rag ic  that  anyth ing e lse added to th ls  would cause a gteat  loss
o f  l l f e .  I -  a l so  fee l .  t ha t  i t  wou ld  add  g rea t l y  t o  a rea  g r i e f .
I  do quest ion some th ings about  th is  water .  I  know Lhat  when we were in
Annapol is  over  a year  ago l is ten lng to  an advisory panel  meet ing there,
the re  was  some d l scuss ion  ove r  t he  o r l g ina l .  cu r l es  o f  t r l t l a ted  wa te r
that  had been present  at  the tJ .me the acc ident  completed,  whenever  that
w a s .
I,f lrat had happened is that a.pparently we had lost some 700 curies through
evaporat ion.  I  f ind that  a l . l  correspondence that  I rve gone through shows
est imates of  t r i t ium to be up at  31700 cur j .es.  Now I  f ind that  naybe we
are  j us t  go ing  to  evapora te  1 ,000  cu r les  and  I  wou ld  hope  tha t  t he  wa te r ,
should i t  s tay ln  tanks on the is land,  would not  evaporate excesslve lyr
bu t  i f  i t  does  and  i t  seems  to  be  do ing  tha r  ve ry  we l l ,  I  don f t  see  why
vte real ly  need an evaporator  which costs  $O to $12 mi . l l ion to  evaporate
the  wa te r .
I  fee l  that  i t  is  much bet ter  to  leave i t  in  tanks,  but  to  t ru ly  leave i t
t h e r e .
I  a lso have some quest ions about  whetherr  €rnd I rm not  rea l ly  an englneer
and that rs  obv ious but  whether  in  the engineer ing sense,  the evaporator
would work because it  is a very large machlne and it  hooks through the
regular  evaporat ing systems once the vapor  goes out ,  f rom what  I
unders tand .
Also,  rad ionucl ides and par t icu late would at  least  to  one percent  go past
the f i l ters  and go out  in to the envi ronment .  Because of  th is ,  I rm
tota l ly  opposed to i t ,  but  l fm a lso wonder ing l  and I  would l ike to  ask
the NRC, are there any other  p laces in  the country  that  have an
evaporator of this size and what sort of operation are they runnlng and
wha t  do  they  use  i t  f o r .
I  D i s  cuss ion  ]
Thank you.
I  s t i l l  dr :  have grave quest lons.  I  fee l  that  perhaps a machine th ls
large couldnt t  work over  a long per iod of  t ime and I rm af ra id  that  i t
wouldnt t  be temporary and that  i t  n ight  be appl ied for  some other  use.
I  donr t  th ink that  necessar i ly  once th is  acc ident  water  would be fevapo-

ratedt  that  would be a l l  the evaporator  would be used for ,  and I  am v€r l r
very opposed to any other  use for  that .
ID i scuss  i on  ]

BBTTY TOMPKINS: My name is Betty Tompklns.
pe rhaps  a  b r i e f  s ta temen t .

I  just  have one observat lon and

My observation catte from listening to panel members this evening, and I

would ask you to very careful■ y rethink your roleo  ln some cases I
thouBht the pane■  came across as an adveFSary and l thttnk at least three
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panel members seemed to think or the way the questions came across that

your nain function was to educate the pub■ ic.
工 don't see your role as that.  工  cOuld be wrOng.  But my questiOn again

龍, : :だ登鞘品ポ私呂ま錯yどa品ど塩鮮品濫毛F e sき: : i e r a : j e i e : 1 ] ;
define for yOur own information your role.

Ms. Trunk has left l see.  I wanted to say to her that people always say

not in my backyard ― ― not ttn IIly backyard.  But if it's IROVed from the

island, it has tO go in sOmebody's backyard.

So l would urge the panel, and there tts a lnoral imperative here I

believe, to think very carefully about the health and safety of we peop■ e
in central Penl■ sylvania.  It has been said in the past that each

generation is resPonsible for its own tiIIleo  We are resPonSible for this
time in which ve live and we have a resPonsibility to future ge■ erations.
We are dealing here, hcFeVer, scientifically we might think we are, and

however lnuch knowledge we might think we have gained over the eight

years, and soHle of us fee■  that we've gone tO c。 1lege and not 宮 。tten any
credits, but we are dealing with a lot Of unknowns here that will affect

tlle ■ives of odr childrert and our grandchttldren.

I would urge yOu to vote to kecP the water on the island and not to

evaporate it.

(At thtts Point in the proceedings Ms. Trunk rejoined the pane16)
May l just say to you, Ms. Anne Trunk, that l heard you say a little

whilo ago that you dttdn'と  want it in ycur backyard.  Nobody wants it in
thettr backyard, and if it is not in your backyard and it is moved from

the island, it will be in somebody elsets backyard with chi■ dren.
So l would urge you, Hla'am, to vOte to keep it on the ieland.

I thank you fOr your attentiOn.

(Applause)

ANNE TRUNK:  Could l make a comment?  When this pane■  started, at one of the
first meetttngs, ewarybody wanied that water off that island, and every―

body froP Mttddletown.  So Yh“ t 19醍  saying now is sust what ェ  renember
hearing from you at that point ttn time.

BETTY TOMPKINS:  Ma・ am, if you're speaking to me, Inay l just respond?

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Very, very briefly because the idea is nOt tO go back alld

forth.  You had your coHIInent and Ms. Trunk had herse  We can go back and

forth On this.  Very quickly.               .

BETTY TOMPKINS:  I won't go back and forth.  You never heard it frOm me,

Ina t am, about eFapOrating the water or 配 OVing it from the island.  I have

never said that.  S。  工 dOntt want to go back and fOrth。

191l just resPond thile IPIIl here as to whether people are calling now to

make comments about what shoultt happen at Three Mile lsland.

You know, I was born in England and l can say this.  American people

really don'こ  take their freedoln that seFiOuSly when it cOmes tO speaking

out or making decislons, and a 10t Of American peoPle seem to say, well,

you can't figttt City Hall or you can't fight the government.
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So over these eight years people have said to me keeP going but, you

know, you cantt wttn because you can9t fight City Hall.  There are people

that are very concerned about this, but they don't speak out.

(APPlause)

JANE LEE:  191l only take a couPle of minutes of youF tine.  I rea■ ly regard

this as an effort in futility, but in view of the seriousness of the

proposals that have been made, I sust feel thart l have to come here.
Incidentally, I called a lot of peoPle that l know that are very

concerned about Three Mttle lsland.  They are so angry that they can't

even talk, much less attend a meetinB“   They don't trust therliselves to

attend any meetings or any sess■ ons any more on TMl.

But it seems to lne there is a genie in the proposition of creating a

nuclear storage site on TMI, and the genie is how long will CPU be able

to conta■ n the genie in the storage canisters that wi■ l be stored on

site?

First CPU was going to clean up the accident.  Now we are presented with

options which are not really options at all, but rather the less of three

ev主ls.  How shall ve keep the genie in the bottle?

工 object to any of the proPosalS that were made for disPosition of the

water.  工  ob」eCt to boiling it off and sonding it into the atmosphere.  I

object to dumping it in the Susquehanna Rゴ ver and l ob3ect tO storage on

sttte because l know the perfo.181anc e, the past performance of CPU which is

highly unreliable and which has had several leaks in their storage tanks

on site.

Any additional releases in this area on this poPulation 3ust lleaps

additional b± o■oBical insult to the body.  You haven't seen enough

evidence yet?  Wel1 3ust go ahead and do this.

And, incidentally, how many people on this board, and l really shouldntt

address these questions to you because l don't really blame you for this

PredicaTRent.
The NRC doesn't live in this area attd they plain don't give a daHln what

happens to us.

(Applause)

And l get the strong feeling that a lot of the lnembers on the board do

not eithere  Some of them dontt ■ ive in the area and some have saw fit to

move their chttldren at far distances out of the area, and l find that

highly objectionable.
When the NRC's own ru■ es lneet with circumstances which did not exist when

the OFiを inal rules were maこ e, they simPly changed the rules.  Now don't

you renember that they were going to clean up the site and they were

going to ship the stuff out and that Three Mile lsland couldn't be a
storage waste site?  It isn't licensed to be a waste storage site, and

how dare you store this stuff on that island,  How dare you even consider

venting this into the atmosPhere or dulllping it ttnto tlle drinking water.

What kind of peoPle wou■ d do this to in■ ocent people?  What have we

become when we see people ■ n the same room arguin3 about what we are

going to do with this mess when, in eithor case, they were not
resPonsible for the original mess?

The resPonsib■ ■ity for cleaning up that island rests with the people who

created the mess through the falsification of ■ eak rates which brought
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a b o u t  a n  a c c i d e n t , ; r n d  t h a l  i s  t h e  b o t L o m  l i n e .  T h e y  a r e  r e s p o n s i b l e .
A n d ,  b y  t h e  w a y ,  L  w a n t  n y  n a m e  o n  t h i s .  M y  n a m e  i s  J a n e  L e e .
I  w o u l d n r L  c h a n g e  p l . a c e s  r s , i . t h  y o u  p e o p l e  c ) n  a  b e t  b e c a u s e  y o u t r e  g e t t i n g
a l l  t h e  s t a t i c  a n d  y o u t r e  g e t t - i n g  a l . l  t h e  h o s t i l l t y .  I  c o u l . d  j u s t  w e e p
a t  w h a t  I  l i a v e  s e e n  t h a t  h a s  h a p p e n e d  t o  t h i s  c o u n t r y .  I  c o u 1 . d  w e e p ,
I r m  6 2  y e a r s  o l d  a n d  I  n e v e r  t h o t r g h t  I  w o u l d  l i v e  t o  s e e  t h e  d a y  r h " r  * y
c o u n t r y  w a s  j u s t  p l a i n  g o i n g  t o  h e l l .
(App lause)
Thank you.

TOM BAILEY:  My nane is  Tom Ba i - l .ey  anc l  I ru r  an  a t to rney  here  - i -n  Dauph in  County .
I  j u s t  h a v e  a  f e w  c o m m e n t s  t o  m a k e  t o  t l i e  p a n e l ,  I  t e a L j z e  t h a t  w e t v e
been th rough a  long even i ,ng  and I  cer ta in ly  can- tc  unders tand a l l  the
s c i e n c e  t h a t  h a s  g o n e  b e f o r e  a n d  I  d o n r t  p r e t e n d  t o .
I  wou ld  [ l i ke ]  to  enLer  n ry  comments  in  two words .  One ls  add i t ion  and
t h e  s e c o n d  i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t . y .
T h e  a d d i t i o n "  M y  p e r s p e r : t i r r e  i s  t h a t  a n y  a d d i t i o n ,  m e a n i n g  a d d i t i o n a l
e x p o s u r e  t o  r a d i a t i o n  i s  t o t a l l y  o u t  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  a n d  I  b e g l n  w i t h
t h a t  a s  a  p r e m i s e  t t r a t  I r v e  s e e n  B i l - 1  T r a v e r s t  p r e s e n t a t i o n  r a r i o n a l i z l n g
t h i s  E I S .  I  w a s  a t  t h e  L a n c a s t e r  m e e t l n g  i n  l a t e  J a n u a r y  a n d  I  s a w  t h e
p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  a n d  I  h a d  s e e n  i t  o n c e  b e f c i r e ,
The presenta t ion  tha t  we sa \ , /  \ ras  by  a  corporac ion  wh ich  has  d i rec t
government  suppor t ,  and you have to  see i t  as  a  p r iva te  en terpr ise  fo r
what  l t  i s .  A  pr iva te  en terpr ise  in  th is  count ry  does  no t  have the  r igh t
to  jeopard tze  the  l i fe  and we l . fa re  o f  the  peop le  who l i ve  in  the  area .  I
m e a n  t h a t  i s  t h e  b a s i s .
B u t  t h e  p r o b l e m  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  j u s t  t h e  p r i v a t e  e n t e r p r i s e  -  i t t s  t h e
governmcnt .  I f  you  \ ' /an t  to  see i t  as  a  shamrock  or  cover r  |ourve  go t  the
GPIJ  '  you  t  ve  go t  t l te  p r iva te  en terpr ise  and the  government  i s  on  the i r
s i d e  o n  t h e s e  i s s u e s "  T h e  t h i r d  p e t a l  i s  t h e  p u b l i c .  T h a t f s  n o t  t h e  w a y
i t  shou ld  be .  The ch i rd  pe ta l  shou ld  have as  much power  because the
government  i s  tc  be  look ing  ou t  f -o r  the  pub l ic  we l fa re .  That ts  whag i t
says  when you go  in to  the  Law L ib rarv  here  in  the  s ta te ,  the  pub l rc
w e l f a r e .
The pub l ic  we l fa re  w i l l  no t  be  se tved by  any  add i t iona l  exposure .
T h e  s e c o n d  i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  0 n  r r u c l e a r  p l a n t s ,  t h e  1 a w  i s  v e r y  c l e a r
on  th is  federa l  p ; -eempt ion .  The federa l  p reempt ion  is  the  Nuc lear
Regu la to ry  Commj-ss ion .  Those are  the  peop le  you w i l l  address  and you
w i l l  s p e a k  t o .  A n d ,  a g a i n ,  t h e  w o r d  i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  y o u  p e o p l e  a r e
the  respons ib le  par ty  to  ga ther  pub l i c  inpu t  about  th is  a rea  as  to  whar
t h e i r  f e e l : L n g s  a r e  o n  t h i s  i s s u e ,  a n d  i f  y o u  a r e n ? L  s e n s i t i v e  t o  i t ,  t h e n
y o u r  w h o l e  f u n c t i o n  h a s  f a i l e d .
T h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i s  t h e r e .  A s  t h e  w o m a n  s a i d  b e f o r e ,  i - t t s  a  t o u g h
p o s i t i o n  t o  b e  i n ,  b u t  y o u t r e  t h e r e  n o w  a n d  y o u  h a v e  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y
to  car ry  th rough l rha t  you tve  heard  here  and te1 l  the  peop le  chat  have the
u l t i m a t e  s a y  t h a t ,  n o  c e n t r a l  P A  d o e s  n o t  w a n t  a n y  m o r e  e x p o s u r e .
(^\pplau se )
A l t  I  ' , rou ld  l i ke  to  say  is  the  burden o f  p roo f  i s  on  the  NRC to  p rove
t h a t  t h e s e  m e t h o c l s  o f  d i s p o s a l  a r e  - -  w h a t  c a n  y o u  s a l r  t h e y  a r e  t h e  b e s t
t h a t  t h e y  c a n  d o .
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I t  says ln the very beginning of the EIS that none of these alternatlves
is  c lear ly  preferable.  Your  respor ' -e  should be to  t t re  NRC -  prove i t  to
us whlch one is  best .  I t fs  not  my burden to prove to  them. They are the
ones that  are t ry ing to  expose i t  to  me.  That ts  the way i t  is  ln  law,
you have a brrrden of proof.o 8rd the burden of proof is on the NRC and
they have not met l t .
My last coumtent would be that this is a very new area of the law and you
people are on the foref ront  o f  set t ing pol icy  for  nuc lear  responsib i l l ty
rnainly because youtre a cit izens group. Wtrat you do has precedenti.al
value that wil l  go for generations.
I wlsh that you would consult the law and know what lt is when you con-
sult the NRC.
Thank you.
(Applause)

ARTHUR MORRIS:

comment?

JOYCE CORRAD■ :

Was there another person that wanted an opportunity to

My name is Joyce corradl. r represent concerned Mothers and
Women.
I have a deposit ion that I w111 pass out to you after I read a sma1l
por t ion of  l t .
This ls the United States of America, Nuclear Regulatory Connission
before the Presiding Board in the Matter of Inquir lng lnto the Three Mile
Island Unlt 2 Leak Rate Data Falsif ication.
In a Memorandum of Law filed Ja uary 23rd of thls year, the numerous
employees stated that the administrative and surveil lance procedures
established by Metropoli tan Edison at TMI-2 to tulf i l l  the technlcal-
speclf ications for l icensing and operation of the faci l l ty were not
binding lega1 requirenents of the enployees.
I wil l  hand you the rest of that data in a minute.
Now the point must be made clear. This memorandum makes profoundly clear
that the enployees do not consider themselves bound by the law governing
the nuclear  fac i l i ty ts  l lcense to  operate.  The quest ion thus ly  ar ises
how did the employeest att i tude toward the NRCrs regulations develop, how
far up the managelf,ent ladder does the responsibi l i ty for this att i tude
Bo, and lf management is not responsible, why would tiris attitude remaLn
with the employees?
Whatever decision is made on thls disposal of rf ,ater, the workers must do
the disposing. Wlth the above questions raised, hol can you or anyone
sitt ing at this panel be assured that procedures wil l  be fol lowed and
safety ensured?
We are again putt ing the cart before the horse. No matter what l-s done,
the safety of the cit izens is at r isk. Concerned Mothers and Women f ind
thls situation intolerable and want to know what this panel is planning
to do about  the s l tuat ion.
In conclusion, I request the NRC staff to show good ca-use that what I am
saying to tel l ing this panel is not a public health and safety hazard.
Thank you.
(Applause)
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ARTHUR MORRIS:  Thtts gent■ elnan here and then this gentleman will be the last

person to come foward.

AL MANIx:  My name is Al Manix, Middletown.

I an really di3mayed with all the education l see in this loom.  工 f yoと

went to buy an automobile, you would give me a better Presentation that

these people are giving you tonight.

For instance, this device that ュ s going to hurl this water ― ― certainly

the llanufacturer has specifications.  He will tell yoll what it will do

and what it w± 1l not do, how it will do it and what you can't do with it.

I haven't heard を hat.

What are you buying here?  What is your interost?  」 ust to set a device

out there, any kind?  will you Put fans on it or an airplane engine or

some dann thing?   What are you really buying and what will 主 t really do?

How high are you Boing to put it, throw water up a hundred feet and then

let it fa■ l on the ground al■ d go down tO the bay or into your drinking

water?

These are questttons you should be askttng.  I shouldn't have to ask these

questiOns.  Ycu should be sitting here and saying, hey, hold it, we want
to know whether itts right or whether it's wrong, and you are not

addressing that to lne.

So let【 s find out what this dev=ce will do.  who lnakes it and what will

it do and す here ぃ ±1l the water go?  I think there are questions that you

should address to these people.  We're not dulElieS.

Thank you.

(ApPlause)

[Discussion]

RANK DAVIS:  ThantK you.  My name ■ s Frank Davis.

I'In troubled that we haventt Biven MS・  Trunk a better answer tonight,

those Of us who say we are opposed to evaporation ott the water or to

dulnping it intO the river.

I w主 1■ admit that Ms. Trunk Probably has heard lle say in Past years that

工 was opposed to making Three M■ le lsland a nuclear waste dunP.

What l think in my mind IIlakes a difference now is that even given the CPU

record, I think that the water can be stored Elore safe■ y on the island
than it can be unsafely evaPorated into the air.  And l think that your

children will receive less radiation during the years ahead if the water

is kept in those sta■ nless steel tanks than ■ f it is de■ iberately

evaporated into the air.

I think that is what changed my mind about keeping the water in the

tanks.

Thank you very much.

(APPlause)

[Discussion]

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Thank you very lnuch.

At this t」 コc, I woこ ■d l主 ke to tuFn tO the pane■  for a discussiOn, and the

first iten, un■ ess the Panel feels different■ y, と he first iteln that wQ

said we would attempt to addresss this evening was the EIS.
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THOMAS SMITHcALL:  Blll, the first question 工  had, and yotl've been taken to
task on your EIS here tonight ca1ling it sloppy and hastily prepared, is

why in the initial EIS draft, why wasntt there more detailed infoと Hiation
on the inventory?  Why did you just take an overview of it instead of

invento営 ying it, and it took from December of '86 until the end of―
     February befOre that Fras even available, at least from where l sit.

[Discussion]
You Elean you didntt have that inf。 .ェuatlon at the time you issued the

initial draft?

‐    [Discussion]

I Buess again I've got to questiOn the process.  The initial draft is ouと

tn DeceIEber Of '86.  It comes up to the deadline tine for the comment

period and then you get the final information, and if it wasn't for the
45-day extension we wouldntt evel■  have an cPportunity to even comalent on

the fu■ l inventory of what was there.

[Discllssion]

FREDERICK RICE:  B± 11, 土 s there any pending legislation for low― level waste
sites in Pennsylvania or Maryland close by that would reduce the risk of

shipnent?

THOMAS SMITHCALL:  I would like to ask one on that one because it was one of

配y questiOns as we■ 1。  When you reviewed your alternatives for offsite

disPersal, was that taken into consideration that you cOuld couple two

alとernatives of storage on site until there was a closer low― leve■  site
as opposed to using shiPRent to 2,000 Hli■ es away?

[Discussion]
And the number of truck accidents is a conservative estimate in itself.

W工LLIAM TRAVERS:  Yes, it is, in our view.

T■OMAS SMITHGALL:   So that being the major non― radio■ ogical impact is

insign■ ficant.

[Discttssion]

ARTlfIUR MORRIS:  Anne.

AI{NE TRIINK: I just wanted to ask, Tom,
for Pennsylvania to get a site, horrr
(Laughter)

l f  we buried it  on slte and we wait
long do we have to wait for i t?

ITIOMAS SMITHGALL: I would like to hear this answer.

THOMAS GERUSICY: Fl.rst of al l ,  i t  wsuldntt be buried on site. I t  would be
stored on site in tanks unti l  a decision was made at that point to
solldlfy i t .  Under the Pennsylvania draft proposal there would be no
allowance for l lquid disposal at the low-level '^ 'aste site in Pennsylvania.
So lt  would have to be solidif ied and meet al l  kinds of special require-
ments which - I  donrt know. Irm not sure that because of boron whether
It could easily meet the requirements for the site. There may be some
other problems associated w;-th i t  besides radioaetivity.
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Your guess Ls as good as mine as to when rf,e are going to have a low.-level
l taste slte. We are supposed to have one by L993. The legislat lve pro-
cess hasnt t  rea l ly  s tar ted on the Lmplement lng Legls la t lon yeC.  So I
donr t  know how long l t fs  go ing to  take.

ARTHUR I'{ORRIS: Nlel, I thlnk you had a questlon or a comment.

NIEL WALD: Yes. I have trouble in understandlng the EIS. Glven the
Table 5.1 whlch l ls ts  the varLous a l ternat lves and the doses that  are
associated with them and the costs and the space and so on, Itm havlng a
lLtt le trouble with that because it  seems wlth this much lnf,ormatLon that
one might be able to make some cholces. Can you explaln that openLng
statement?
[Dlscuss lon]
For  the 3.5.1 which has zeros l -n  a lmost  every category of  cost  whether
l - t rs  dose or  acc iderr t  or  do l lars ,  the consideratLon the: - -e,  am I  correct
that the consideration there was that nas sort of outside the ground
rules of the NRC to al low that?
IDiscuss ion]
Thanl you.

FREDERXCK RICE: 8111, did I understand Tom to
to s tore o 'n  s l te  so l id i f ied?

say that we would not be able

THOMAS CERUSKY:  No, I said it woulantt be buried on siteo  lt could be stored

on site sol土 dified, but l wouldn't suggest that unti■  you know what the
requirements for the disPosal Site are because you couldn't change it

then.

FREDERICK RICE:  In his proposal he says on site sol主 dttfication and burial,

and then ― ―

THOMAS CERUSKY:  工 t was bur■ al at another location and noと  in Pennsylvania.

[Discussion]

」OSEPH DiNtrNNO:  You may have been in receiPt of a letter or a note that I

seat.  I was rea■ ■y raising a question on the ocean dunping alternative
■arge■ y because l thought some of the statelllents that were made in the
impact stateIIlent were not exactly correct, and l wondered if you had

addressed that and wo也 ld you comment on it.

As l indicated, I'配  not suggesting that 1 looked at that and dec■ ared

that a viable option, but l thought the statetllents there were lnisleading

and needed to be corrected.

[Discussion]
My only concern and the reason for flaggillg this is l find iこ  confusing

to all and particularly to the public when we say it's perfectly all

right to dump this into the Susquehanna River, but the saIIle Federal

CovernIIlent is saying but don'こ  Put it in the ocean。
Now that's a contradiction tllat confuses soIIle Of us。
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I{ILLIAI' I  TRAVERS: There are many of those, and the reason -- Ir11 just restate
the reason we dldnrt consider i t  further $ras not on a technical basLs but
more on an adml.nlstratLve --

JOSBPH DiNttNNO: I understand and I think lrrs lmportant to brlng that out.

I{ILLIAU TRAVERS: As a matter of fact, I  would say without having done the
calculatlons that i f  we were to do them given the source term tnvolved ln
thls water that there would be no signlf icant environmental lnpact
essoclated wlth dumping the entire water --

JOSEPH DINUNNO: Well,  I  would think i t  would be much less than putt ing i t  in'-r ie Susquehanna River except for the transportatlon problem which you
haventt addressed because obviously you have to transport l t  to a place
where you could accompl-ish that. But l t  was maklng sure that you
clar l f ied your  pos i tLon so that  you donr t  imply  that  that  wouldnt t  be a
safe thing to do.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Tom.

THOMAS SMITHGALL: By not givlng any okay to any spbclf ic alternative, haventt
you tacit ly given the okay for evaporatlon? ir ,-

IDlscusslon] sすf

So when it's all said and done here, Bill, aid ■ et's cut through all
that, and ▼ hen itts all said and done and yow're ready tO send your

reCOEmPndatiOn up to the COmmission it's goingatb be evaporated.

[Discussion]

We■■, I ttust WOnder what wetre all going here qdite hOnestly.  I mean are
We Playing a ■ ittle game here?                '

(ApPlauSe)                                     '
Are we going to have any imPact on What is actua■ ly 30ing to be sent from
the staff or [are]we just going to be part 01)a document that is then

going to gather dust after you've done the process that youtre going to
a■low happen anyway?  That's my problem with this whole process, B主 ■■.
工 know you're going to collect our comments, but then youtre going to

send up the proposal that is already on the tab■ e by the ■ icensee, and it
appears, regardless Of the law and regardless of what you say, it appears

that the decision has been IIlade by you've tactttly given an Okay because

you've said a■ l the a■ ternatives are acceptablec  You haven't even

PFiOritized then other than the fact that you give ranges of costs and
ranges of doses.

[Discussion]

Itn not going to change his Point of view on it。   工
'm asking about the

process and we have peoPle ask about the process here that are cOncerned

about it.  We're sort Of taking the heat here, and tt want it understood

where we are on this.  Are we just gOing to go through the exercttse or is

thiS 80ing to be heard?  Are the concerns of the peOple here going to be

heard?  if it's a 12 と o nothing vote or a 6 to 5 vote, what kind of an

effect is that going to have on the fina■  outcOme?
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SIILLIA}I TMVERS: I thlnk Lt I  s Lmportant, and you know Lt better than I, that
the panel was formed by the Commlssloners. They donrt advLse the staff.
We come to provlde as much Lnformation as we possibly can to you and you
advlse the Comrlsslon. I dontt know how much more clear I can be on the
ProcesS.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Qulte frankly, thatrs what we need to make a determination on
tonight at thls time. We need to make a determinatlon whether we have
concerns about the EIS that have not been addressed or whether there is
support for l t  or whether there ls no comment on lt  from the panel, or a
comblnatLon of the above.
I underetand what Tom ls expresslng here, but beyond that the panel I
feel has to at least address lt  ln srJme fashlon and lt  may choose to
address lt  by tel l lng the Commission that we have no conment. That Itm
sure Ls poss lb le .

TIIOMAS SMITHGALL: Let me Just sum it up and then Ir11 leave lr after thls.

ARTHUR MORRIS: I thlnk that comes under the next discusslon.

THOMAS SMITHGALL: No, I thlnk i trs lnportant io hear about ihe EIS and it ts
the process thatrs being done. We are probably on unchartered waters any
way wlth an environmental lrnpact statement on a license amendment. Maybe
Irm wrong in  the proceps here.

WILLIAM TRAVERS: Itrs probably relatively rarer 1loufre probably r ight.

THOMAS SMITHGAIL: Okay. So.my point is you've taken 10 alternatives and said
none of them are preferable over the other, and the l icensee six months
earl ier has put one on the table that in essence youtve said is okay. I
mean how do you not say. no to that? How could you not say no to that?
Even though you go throprgh the motions and you go through the lawr you
get to the same answer.

WILLIAM TRAVERS: That ts  what  I  have to  do.  I f  I  donr t  do l t ,  I fm gotng to  be
cal- led to questlon for i t  and I should be, and thatfs what Itm going to
d o .

THOIIAS SMITHGALL: Talk to the people out here and ask them whether or not
they feel the declsLon has already been raade or not.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Wefre lnvolved ln a dlscussion here that involves a staff
responsibtl i ty and a separate one that lnvolves a Couunlssion responsi-
bfl l ty. The staff under law l-s required to look and conslder things
under certaln regulatLons, which they are tel l ing us they have indeed
done. Wtren they eonslder the regulatlons and thelr guidelines, they look
at the optl.ons and wlthln certaln parameters they feel that they are
comparable.
You may disagree wlth that as an indivldual, but they are saylng from a
technical staff point that is thelr comment.
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THOMAS SMITHGALL: Fine.

ARTHUR MORRIS: What I hear 811,1 saylng is the Commlssioners can consider
other  types of  th ings,  but  s taf f  should not  do that .
I  understand agaln the f rust rat ion Tomfs of fer ing and I  th ink that  wi l l
come with whatever the Comnlsslon ends up dolng with what this panel
would recommend.

THOUAS SMITHGALL: Wil l- yor f inal ly make a reconmendatlon to the Commissl-on?

WILLIAI'{ TMVERS: I intend to make a reconmendation, and ltve said that many
times

ARTHUR MORRIS: Werve been tc, ld that on numerous occasions that vou would at
some polnt make a recommendation.

JOSEPH DINUNNO: Isn ' t  i t  t rue,  however ,  that  the Commlss ion is  rest ra lned as
to the condlt ions under which they also make a determination without a
public health and safety problem and wlthout an envlronmental impact?
These are the two laws under whlch they are acting.

WILLIAM TMVERS: Thatts a good question and Irve asted that same one.

JOSEPH DiNUNNO: So lf  there ls no impact and if  th.r. is no publlc health and
safety, then do they have any option but to approve the proposal that has
been put on before theur?

WILLIAII TRAVERS: Do they have the optlon? I think they do. Irm not a
lawyer ,  but  I r11 ie1 l  you what  I  th ink.  There ls  language in  the
regulations that lmplement the Atomic Energy Act which speak to the
publ ic  i -n terests  and i t fs  a  rather  vague terqt ,  but  I  th ink based on that
fact  there is  some la t i tude on whai  lhe Commiss ion can and canr t  do.

JOSEPH DTNUNNO: I think that is what Tom is struggling with. We wil l  be
present ing the v iews as wetve heard here Ln the last  few days,  but  are
they for naught because they could not confirm that there is an impact
and they cannot confirm that there is a publlc health and safety problem.
So are we whistl ing in the wind?

WILLIAM TMVERS: I donft thlnk thatrs what I heard, but I think the answer to
Ehat  is  the Commiss ion does have d iscret ion.  They donr t  have to  take
what we say certainly.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Does anybody on the panel at this point want to offer comments
or  suggest ions on a course of  act ion that  the panel  should take regard ing
the EIS?
Y e s ,  M r .  R i c e .

FREDERICK RICE:  Wel l ,  as  a  County  Cha i rman o f  Dauph in  County  and a lso  as  a
member  o f  the  pane l  I  have to  wear  two ha ts .  I  do  no t  be l ieve  Ehat  werve
reached a  comfor t  zone fo r  the  ac t lon  o f  the  evapora t ion ,  nor  have we had
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guaran tees  o f  100  pe rcen t  sa fe ty  fo r  ou r  c l t l zens .
Therefore,  I  cannot  suppor t  the evaporat lon.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Fred,  excuse n€r  are you going to  speak f i rs t  to  the EIS?
T h a t r s  w h a t f s  b e f o r e  u s .

FREDERICK RICB: I accepr rhat.

ARTHUR M0RRIS: Okay.

FRDERICK RICE: Except  for  one point .

ARTHUR MORRIS: r guess Irm trylng to get a f lavor, and maybe the wrong way to
do  i t  l s  t he  way  I fm  sugges t l -ng  we  do  t t .
N ie l r  go  ahead .

NIBL WALD; Why donf t  you def ine the second step so that  we a l l  know,  because
that  may be where Fredfs comrnent  comes in .

ARTHUR MORRIS:  okay.  There are two stePs that l mentioned at the last lneet―

ing and again tOnight.

One is that there is a document that has been cOmpleted here as a draft

called the Envttronmental lmpact Statement that cOntains several alterna―

tives that they have comnlented on.  I wOuld like us tO Offer sOme comment

on that, whatever it is.

Then the next step after that, there is a sPecific PropOSal by CPu On the

evaporation alternative, and l wOuユ d tO, as a separate item, after we
have talten actiOn on this, speak to that issue and say, One, are we sup―

POrtiVe, twO, are we n9t suPPortive and l mean try tO generate sOme pOsi―

tion on that sO that we can speak to the general parameters of the EIS

and the spec■ fic recOIIIInendation Of evaPOratiOn.

That's what I'm trying to us to at least accomplish tOnight ttn some way,

shape Or fo.111.

FREDERICK RICE:  All right, I'1l cOmment on the EIS.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  That's what l thOught you were sumpintt ahead On, Fred.  工 'm

』uSt try■ ng tO keep us on track b_ere.

r f  anybody d isagrees wi th  the procedure,  ie t  me know, but  werve
try to -- at least r would l ike somebody to offer a conment or a
t lon on the EIS at  th is  po int .

FREDERTCK RrcE: well  ,  r th j-nk i t  I  s very acceptable to rn€ r excepr
1ow- leve1.  d isposal  s l tes that  poss ib ly  could be here ln  the
elose-by.  That  could have been inc luded,  and other  than that
i r .
Tha t t s  my  comment .

80t iO

Su88es―

for  the
Eas t

I  accept

ARTHUR MORRIS: Okay. Is airybody in a posit ion who would l ike to make a
spec i f i c  mot ion  on  i t  to  ge t  i t  on  the  f loor  so  tha t  we can then d iscuss
tha t  par t i cu la r  mot ion  and e i ther  agree  w i th  i t  o r  d i .sagree w i th  i t .
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《Pause)

Do you want to take a break and draft uP soIIle WOrds or what?

(Laughter)

|       (Pause for off― the―record discussion among the panel meliberg)

I        Are you going to put this in the fOFm Of a mOtiOn, Fred?

:i  FREDERICK RICE:  Yes.  I would make a motion that it's an acceptable environ―
l        mental impact statement with the excePtiOn that it should have inclせ

ded a
,       ■ ow-leve■  waste disPosal site, a deposal site in the East, a study of

that.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Okay.  Ites been moved that we state that this tts an accept―

able EIS with the provttso that they should have 100ked at closer disPosa■

sitos?

FREDERICK RICE:  Yes.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Is that what you're sayttng?

FREDERICK RICE:  Yes, low level and c10se.        J

NIEL WALD:  Can l ask a question for clarification?

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Yes.

N工EL WALD:  By closer disPosal site, are you suggesting that they shOuld have

considered the Possibility of stOrage pendiig disPOsal sites in

Pennsylvania?                                i
r  F t i ′

FREDERICK RICE:  Yes.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Do we have a second to that u10tion?

MICHAEL MASNIK:  Could you restate the IIlotion?

ARTHUR MORRIS:  The motion as l understand it is that we as a Panel state to

the NRC Commissioners that we find this to be an acceptable environmental

llnpact statement with the condition that we felt that the E工 き shOuld have
dealt with Possible cPtions of a ■ ow―leve■  waste disPOSal at sites within

Pennsy■ vania.  Realizing that they are nOt now in Place, but it shou■ d
have at least considered the potential for those sites at sOIne point in

the future.  That's what 工  hear l think he said.

But 工  haventt heard a second to the mOtion.

」OHN LEUTZELSCHWAB:  I second it.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  It has been secondede  So it's before us fOr debate or

discussion.
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JOSEPH DiNUNNO: I have a questlon of the proposer over there. Irm havlng
some trouble seeLng where that would take you other than the transporta-
t lon s tat ls t lcs .  W111 i t  change anyth lng?
l lhat  are you t ry lng to  achleve by that? I  guess I  dont t  understand.

THOMAS SMITHGALL: I see lt  as two parts. I  thlnk what Fred ls trylng ro get
on the table ls whether we feel thls is an acceptable Ers r-.r lod. He
wants to have some addit ional informatlon and comnent on that that tt
take in to considerat ion the poss! .b le  fu ture d lsposal  o f  th is  nater ,
either sol ld or however, wl-thln a shorter dlstance, such that the traffLe
fata l l t les would be less.
So I thtnk there are two parts to that. So I have a problem of votlng
el ther  way on that  one because i t ts  got  a  yes and no to  l t .  I  would
rather  break l t  out .
Art, I  think what yourre t ' 'y:tng to get at
acceptable EIS,  am I  not  correct? Is  that
here on this?

ARTHUR MORRIS: Irm trylng to get to that, but there nay be condit lons that
make Lt  acceptable to  people,  and then i f  that rs  the case,  then they can
add those condi t ions,  and that rs  why they voted for  i t  w i th  those
condl t lons.  r
I would suggesc, however, in order to make it  easier for us that l t  may
be better for us to consider the condit ions f lrst and vote on them and
then vote with them attached to the acceptabil t ty of the Ers.
Wetve had one condit ioq that has been suggested here. It  rnay be easier
for us to vote on thopg conditl-ons up oi dowrr as they come fonsard in
order  for  us to  get  to  the issue.
Does anybody have a cotrunent at least on the conditl-on that has been added
to th ls?
Tom, maybe you want to offer a comment
t r ?
(Laughter)

and speak to i t ,  or not speak to

THOMAS GERUSKY: No, I donrt have any conment. I  wouldnrt know what to say.
I mean the issue I donrt think l t fs important from the standpolnt of
the l rnpacts  at  a l l .  I  th ink i t fs  Lmportant  f rom the s tandpoint  o f  whatrs
done wi th  t t re  water  on the is land,  and there is  a  l i t t le  b l t  o f  d i f fer -
cnce be"cween that and the impacts.
I thlnk the envl-ronmental impact statement, even though l-t has raised a
lot of concerns and debate about biological fabts and about offsl-te doses
and so forth, and about the actual nater, the contents of the water, in
the context ln whlch the NRC had to put this thing together, I  canft f l-nd
faul t  wi th  i t  as a document .
Irm very concerned though about what our role is going to be ln the
actual l icense applicatlon review process which I think is much more
crlt ical to the issue because we donf t have enough facts to make that
decls i -on yet ,  and r  dont t  see those facts  coming out  shor t ly .
We stl l1 don't know what kind of a faci l i ty they are planning. I mean
l t rs  a very very genera l  proposal  that rs  been subur l t ted and that ts  what
ny concern ls .  Here wetre ta lk ing about  a gener ic  or  a lnost  i t fs

is  whether  we fee l  i t ts  an
what lre are trying to get to



something wefve asked for for a long t l -me and they f lnal ly came up wlth
about the same t l -me that GPU proposed to dispose of l t  in a speclf lc way.
None of the opt lons are bad.
ID iscuss lonJ
But w111- the -- excuse me -- w1.11 the l icense appllcatlon by GPU provlde
that  Lnformat lon? I f  not ,  I  th lnk the l lcense appl lcat lon,  the amendurent
that  is  go ing to  be requi rgd,  or  the i r  proposal ,  I  th ink the system ls
fau l ry  t f  l t  doesnf  t  conta in that .

WILLIAI'I TRAVERS: Wtry ls that?

THOMAS GERUSKY! Because there should be a public document about exactly what
they are golng to  do.
ID iscuss ion ]
But  a tech spec change ls  go lng to  be requl - red.

WILLIAM TMVERS: That I s correct.

THOI,LAS GERUSKY: So they have to submit a proposal for a tech spec change.

WILLIAM TRAVERS: And ,n"a's been done and you have a copy of i t .

THOMAS GBRUSKY: But i trs not detai led enough. I donft know how you can react
to  that .  That ts  mv concern.

WILLIAM TRAVERS: What condit lonal detal l  do you think --

THOMAS GERUSKY: You donrt even know what the f inal destgn of the system ls.

WILLIAM TMVERS: Wefve scoped out an evaporation process, among a number of
a l t e r n a t l v e s .

THOMAS GERUSICY: What are $re
Werre  ta lk ing  about  the
is  a  separa te  document .
water  on  the  is land.
Now they come ln wlth a
what do you do?

WILLIAM TRAVERS:  No,  tha t fs
p r o p o s a l .

talking about? Wefre not talking about thls now.
l lcense,  the actual  change ln  the l lcense.  Thts
This  ls  to  look at  the gener lc  d lsposal  o f  that

l lcense appl lcat lon for  a  specl f lc  proposal  and

not what has happened lf  you take a look at the

THOMAS CERUSKY:  All right.  They've come in and asked that the restriction be

lifted and they do propose a specjfttc proposal as part of the Package.

可工LLIAM TRAVERS:  Noo  What has been proPosed iS tO remove a prohibition that

current■ y stands in the license こ hat you cannot dispose by any lneans the

processed water,  The package merely says that gttven the radiOnucl土 de

content of the water, that prohibition should not bind us.  It references

the■ r proposal for an evaporator process and you've goこ  that as wel■ , but

it doesn't Bttve you the deta± ls of the systemo  lt merely Bives you the
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assumptions under which they9ve run in estinating the re■ eases of efflu―

ents, and in fact it's the same set of assumptions that we've used in our

i:           environIIlental ilnPact statement.

I        THOMAS GERUSKY:  But they do not have an evaporation system on the island no町 .

WILLIAM TRAVERS:  That's correct.

THOMAS GERUSKY:  So there is a significant change in their waste treatHlent

t             PrOCess.  They don't have to sublniを  any additional ProPosals formally to

the Commission.

I        WILLIAM TRAVERS:  Thoy have to sub■ it a gafety evaluation report.

THOMAS CERUSKY:  And Procedures, and that's a public do● ulnent which wil■  be

t             reviewed prior to your decistton on this?

WILLIAM TRAVERS:  Yes.  Maybe l'm not following you, but it is not in connec―

tion with the foと 11lal licensing amendment PTocess.  That's the difference.

The license that CPU has tts probably as unique as any you'1l find, and

this particu■ ar statelnent that is contained in their license is Probab■ y

l              the strangest thing you'1l ever see in a license.

|             工 t WaS Put in Place when the Commission sattd, when we issue4 。 ur 1981

‐              PEIS, that we reserve the right for the Commission to approve some dis―

posal technique.  So the staff noこ ing that the Commisゃ iOn issued this

policy statement went into the licensc that said you cannot by license

i              COnditiOn dispose of accidenこ  generated water.

I              Now yoRl might think that once the Coコ mission approves sone method of

disPosal that that would go away.  It doesnet, unfortunately.

‐        ARTHUR MORRIS:  B■ ■■, P■ease.  We're discussing the EIS first, and we've gone

i             back intO ― ― I mean tt think the question real■ y is when we get to the

‐              evaporation option, the question is is there an oPPortunity for the

l              PubliC and other peoPle tO COmment on the specific kind of eqttiPIlent that

i              :十iln:: littiing fOr an answer now.

I         WILLIAM TRAVERS:  Okay, fine.

i        ARTHUR MORRIS:  And what is the tool that would bゃ  used fOr that oPPo■ tunity,
‐              if indeed it ex■ sts.

Now in order to try to silnPlify this a ■ ittle bit, Ton Suliと hgall sug…

i              gested before and tt disagreed with h■ El, but l think he's absolutely

l             right, I think what we should have before us, and l hoPe that Fred and

the mover would agree to allow this to happen, is we should have before

us a lnotion that the EIS is acceptable period.

Then if he wants to add a condition on that, we can vote uP or doWn on

the condition, and l think we're going to make a ■ ot of E10re Sense out of

this.

SO if the mover and the seconder would agree to that pos■ tion.



FREDERICK RICE: I agree.

JOHN LEUTZELSCHWAB: (Noddlng afflrmatlvely. )

ARTHUR MORRIS: Then what we have before us ls a motlon that says that the EIS
l -s  acceptable,  ls  an acceptable EIS.
Now lf somebody wants to try to amend thatr then please make a motion and
wefll get a second and then we w111 voce up or down on the amendment, and
then werl l  move for a vote on the questlon of whether l"trs acceptable or
not to the panel.
E l lzabeth.

ELIZABETH I,IARSIIALL: I donrt have an arnendment, but I do have a questlon.
Durlng the testl-mony that we received tonlght there was a letter frorn l t
sounded llke Dr. Kaku cormrentLng on the environmental lmpact statement,
and he comlented on it  rather negatlvely.

ARTHUR UORRIS: He sald that were $rere omlssions, that there nere discrepan-
cles and there was sloppI-ness. I wondered lf  anyone on the panel had
that lmpressLon, and many of you deal erith envlronmental l-urpact state-
ments more than I do, or i f  you, Mr. Travers, had any reaction to that
cr l t ic lsm,
IDLscusslon]
Is there a member of the panel who reacted to that in any partlcular way?
llow about you, Tom?
(Laughter)

THOMAS GERUSKY: Oh, I thlnk any body can be crltlcal of a lot of the portions
of the document, but I think when you look at it ln the terms that lt was
proposed and Ln comparlson to other envLronmental impact statements that
we have seen, this Ls a good one. I mean lt looked at as many optLons as
possible and they fol lowed theLr procedures.
The couple of i tems which, unfortunately, they carrtt  take into consldera-
tLon really are public sentlment and other lmpacts other than radiation
impacts and that they cantt do. So lt ts kind of a l lmlted document
l t se l f .

JOSEPH DINIINNO: And I can comment on that a1so, Itve prepared a lot of these
in rny tlme, and I looked at this and I consldered lt as sort of a
boundLng document.

ELIZABETH I,IARSHALL: A what?

.IOSEPH DiNIINNO: Wtrat is called ln buslness a bounding document. You develop
paraneters and assumptions that glve you the outer bounds of what you
woul-d expect, and that allows for uncertalnty ln the assumptions that you
nake.
For example, a one Percent carryover of rrater as you evaporate that off,
that was an assumptlon that is made and it glves you a term that you can
deal wlth. Dr. Travers doesnft knolr whether that is I percent or
1.2 percent  or  5 /10th of  a  percent .  Those specl f lcat ions s t l1 l  have to
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be developed. But that glves you a number that you can work with that
really bounds the resui.ts that you get. So ltrs a boundlng type caleula-
t lon. It ts very conservatlve and very reasonable ln that sense.

WILLIAII TMVERS: I thlnk one percent is probably conservative based on what
we krrow about evaporation.

JOSEPH DINUNNO: Thatts the polnt I  wanted to make.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Does any other panel member have a coiilment on the motion that
is before us at thls t lne?
(No response)
Hearing none, Itm golng to indlcate what the motlon is and then ask you
Lo vote up or down on lt .
Basical ly the motlon ls that we tel l  the Commlssloners, and I assume ln a
letter from the Chalrman, that we feel that the envlronmental impact
statement ls an acceptable document.
A11 those in favor of that motlon signtfy by saying Aye.
(Chorus of Ayes)
0pposed.
(Chorus of Noes)
Does anybody nant a speclf ic
member nant to see a tall-y of

FRDERICK RICE: Aye.

ARTHUR MORRI-S: You do?

FREDERICK RLCE: (Noddlng aff lrmatively)

ARTHUR MORRIS: Okay. A11 of those in favor of the motlon pl.ease signify by
raising one of your hands.
(Show of hands)
A11 those opposed so do i t .
(Show of hands)
(Applause)
I assrrme that the publlc ls clapping ln response to the approval of the
EIS by a count of elght to two.
Let the record show that Irm Joking when I say that, but thatts what one
woul-d expect i f  youtre clapping for the mctf-on.. But i t  was an eight to
tlro vote in favor of the motlon.
The second ltem that we have before us again J-s the specif l-c optl-on of
evaporation put forward by GPUr and I sense that that l-s the one that
probably peoptre are part icularly sit t lng on the edges of their chal-rs to
get  the panel ts  react lon on l t .
Agaln,  I tm open for  a  mot ion on that .  Again i t  can be a mot ion to
approve it or deny lt or to suggest no comment whlch I would hope !,re
would not do, that we would at least take a poslt ion Yea or Nay on it  for
whatever reason you want to.
So I  would look for  a t  least  some form of  a  mot lon to  put  i t  before us.

tal ly of the Yeas and Nays? Does any panel
It speclf leal ly?
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FREDERICK RICE: I make a motion that we dl-sapprove it.

ARTI{UR MORRIS: You make a motlon that we
approve the evaporatlon optlon?

FREDERICK RICE: Correct.

THOUAS SMITHGALL: Second.

recoumend to the NRC that they not

ARTHUR UORRIS: We have a second to that motLon.
Comnent on the motLon?
(No response)

FREDERICK RICE: Can we glve our al.ternatlve after the vote?

ARTHUR MORRIS: I thlnk l t  would be in the publlcrs lnterest to hear your
comment at thls tlme on what your posltlon is qulte frankly. If you are
opposed to l t  I  think naybe you have some responsibl l l ty as a panel-
member to state why youfre opposed to tt  and lf  you support i t  maybe the
same thing. Now ls the t lne to express an oplnLon on it .

JOSEPH DTNUNNO: Ifll make a commentr or I dare make a conment. We were
admontshed this evenlng to make sure that we look at our role up here,
and I took that serLousl-y" I thought that was a very, very important
co rent .
So I asked myself the questlon what is our role and what is my role, and
I thtnk I have two roles. The most lmportant one I think ls to revlew
the views that werve heard and the expressLon of the communl-ty because
thatts our fundamental thing. Thatrs one thlng"
And the second, I owe it to theur to also gLve them my vle'*s. So there
are two parts. Irm reactlng to what I hear, but I have to react from a
technlcal standpoint. Thatfs the basis from whlch I come. So I have to
be honest with myself and them, too.
So I think we have to go forward to the NRC wlth something whlch maybe
isnrt, an endorsement totally and wholeheartedly of everybody l-nvolved Ln
thls process of this option whlch has been gl-ven, but I think we have to
lay l t  out the way lt  Ls.
The way I see lt ls that from the publlc testimony that we have received
Irm havlng troubl-e sort lng out, because I heard different thlngs. I
heard keep Lt on sl"te and dontt do anythlng with i t  and ship l t  off site.
So I dontt see any eonsensus from what I hear out there, and Irm not sure
how I would represent the publlc vLew.
So I would have to say that there is no consensus that I heard out there
of any one option that Ls total ly acceptable as far as I can see. There
are some strong oplnLons as expressed In a variety of ways.
So I donr t real ly know how to characterize that other than a diverslty of
opinions and a variety of oplnlons.
On the technlcal slde of the thlng I would honestly have to say I see no
technical reasons, even hearLng the argume.nts this evening which were
qulte adverse tn some rtays' but ba1-ancing that against what is in the
impact statement and the other more posit lve statements that have come in
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f ron other authorLt ies ln thls f le ld,  I  would have to 6aJ/ technlcal ly
see no  reason fo r  ob jec t ing  to  th is  par tLcu la r  op t lon .
So there are two thfngs, a publl-c vl-ew whlch we have to represent, and my
orrn posit ion ls that cechni-cal ly I see no basls for obJectlng to thls
alternative as belng an unsafe thing.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Any othe.r panel member who would llke to speak at thls tirne on
the motlon?
Joel .

JOEL RO|IH: I basical iy w111 dlsagree wlth my panel member to my right. I
think overwhelmingly we heard, wlth the exceptLon I think of one person
who said they want to keep lt on siter or at least that ls what I L'as
hearing. I think that nas a pretty good assessment ln fact.
At the last meeting I was asked to conplle some of the reflectlons of
what we had heard, and I thought that the three organlzations, SVA, 1l{IA
and LEAF were pretty clear on belng opposed to dumplng intc the river and
evaporation.
And agaln overwhelning, and overwhelmlngly can meaR 10 to 2 or whatever,
but certalnly I donrt thlnk l t  was 6 to 4 to remaln ln the tanks on the
island until more studies lrere done and maybe more reasonable methods are
determlned. There Ls no rush to do Lt now.
There was a large concern heard tonlghE about tr l t lum. Agatn, a very
strong distrust Bs I heard again tonlght of gPU, a strong concern about
the cumulatlve effects of radiation exposure and, lastly and certaLnly
not least important, is the added stress to the resldents of the area.
I think that definltely urust be considered at al l  costs, that the stress
has to be consldered regardless of whether an EIS can take that into
considerat ion or  not .
Then, lastly, the one thlng that really had me very concerned and a
l l t t le  angry,  and I rm sorry  Frank Stander fer  Lef t  a t  about  5 af ter  u
tonight, in a February 26th neetlng in Lancaster the Mayor here r{as
talking about, and lfm quotlng from the transcrlpt, I tYourre saylng that
if  you wait that long a period of t lgre the potent: lal is that you start
running into tankage problemsrn talking about the water on the island,
ttand yourl l  need some replacements. Is that what I hear?tt And
Mr. Standerfer replled, t 'Certatnly the malntenance activLty which qre
would prefer not to have custody of.t t  The prime person who caused it
does not wish to have the responsl-bl l i ty, and that is Just abhorrent to
me and I Just canrt go any further at this polnt.
I tm  aga ins t  i t .
(Applause)

ASJHUR MORRIS: For the record I should indicate that Mr. Standerfer did cal l
me and lndlcace that he would have problenis making the neeting this
evening because of another engagement he had and that there would be
other  s taf f  here to  speak to  the issue.
He dld let the Chair know. I Just wanted you to know that.
concerned that  he couldnt t  make i t .

FREDERICK RICE: He was here earl ier.
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ARTHUR I ' IORRIS: Yes, but I rnn Just c learJ.ng up the alr  that he did mentLon l t
and callecl me and he was concerned that he sould have to leave early and
he told me that.
Tom.

THOMAS SMITHG.ALL; hltrether or not we agree wlth the BEIR Report or whether or
not we agree with t ire cancer statlst lcs lrerve heard, I thtnk l that we
really have at hand ls more of a rnoral J.ssue, a poli t lcal issue ancl an
enotlonal Lssue that ls about as basl-c as we can get. Our famll les, our
chlldrenr our quall ty of l l fe, wetve hcard al l  rhe conments here tonlght.
I think i t ts t ime that ne go beyond that expert testimony and heed some
of the warnlngs and the cautLons that wefve heard here tonight. I f  we
donrt do that, I  thlnk we are remi-ss in what Joe has cominented on as our
responsl-bi l i ty to r.ef l-ect the cornnents of the people here in South
Central Pennsylvania and here in Harrlsburg.

, I  thtnk we shouLd opc to prevent any further intentional releases to the
errvironment elther by dunping or by evaporatlon.
I thlnk ne heard in Lancasier that enough ts enough and I think we have
heard here tonlght that enough ls enough.
So I am aBainst the evaporation process.

FREDERICK RICE: Or the dunrping lnto the rlver.

THO!,IAS SMITHGALL: Or the dunplng into the river.
(Applause)

ARTHUR MORRIS: M-r. Rice.

FREDERICK RICE: Since I made the negative recommendation, I would like to
comnent that Irm concerned about the 2 nl l l ion 300 thousand people in
Central Pennsylvania. who have expressed an endured with the risk that
seems very indefinite at this t lme. Therefore, I  would support retaining
lt on the island untl l  a deep 

'slte 
reposltory low-level naste site could

be l-dentif ied and the rf,ater sol ldif ied even now, and then shipped to chis
deep site repository somewhere ln Pennsylvania or Maryland, somewhere in
the east to keep the exposure of r isk and accj.dents down.
(Applause)

ARTHUR MORRIS: Anybody else on the panel that would llke to make a comnent
that hasnrt at thl.s point yet?
Tom, l-etf s give everybody a change.

ELIZABETH I'IARSHALL: I thlnk that I echo a lot of the comments that have been
made by the panel. I would Ilke to say that I think there are- well
lntentioned people on both sides of thls issue and are trylng to resolve
a problem with our technology in this century has brought to us. But we
cantt have faith ln technology. We have had the accldent at Three Mile
Isl-and, for example, and we ha're had a space.'shutt le explode. 

'There 
have

been many dramatic i l lustrations of the fal l ibi l i ty of technology.
So I wou1d agree that to evaporate the water or to dlscharge it  into the
Susquehanna would noL be the wi-se thing in the publlcrs interest at this
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tLmer and that aome of the other alternatives that have been mentloned
ntght present a better solution to thls problem in the future.
So 1 would not be ln favor crf support ing evaporatlon.
(Applause)

ARTHUR I,IORRIS: Nle1.

NIEL I{ALD: Irve heard al- l  the discusslon. Irm on this panel as one of the
more technical people rather than a local resldent, and I thlnk lrm Ln
the same boat as Joe DlNunno is.
From a technLcal standpolnt I  do not see any convlnclng evldence that
there ls a hazard to health from radlatlon effect l tself that wll l  be of
sLgnif lcance to the populatl-on.
On the other hando Itm lmpressed by the degree of concern that has been
sholvn by many of the peopl"e, some of whom represent not onLy themselves,
but organlzatlons.
To counierbalance thls concern, and let me Just for a moment go back to
the krypton-85 sltuatlon where lt lras irnpossl-ble to proceed hrlth any
cleanup without ventlng or gett ing r id of the krypton 85. The ventLng
was the least costly ln terms of radlatlon exposure compared to some of
the alternatives.
A caee was made, i t  aeems to me satlsfactorl ly, that the venting was
therefore Juetlf led and a naJor educatLonal effort went Lntc explainlng
to the publlc, and I know I partlclpated ln expl-afnlng to my medlcal
col leagues l-n thls area, Just what was golng on and why.
I havenrt heard a case belng made for the need to go ahead wtth the
disposal by evaporation. I see no technical reason why that night not be
sat ls factory.  I t rs  been done Ln other  s imi lar  s i tuat ions.
On the other hand, with the degree of publLc concern lt  seems to me that
a case needs to be made to explain why thls should be done at thls t lme,
and I real ly havenrt heard that from the people who made the proposal.
On that basls and consldering the health impacts from the standpoint of
psychic stress whLch I know that the NRC ls not allowed to consider by
court declsion, aB a physiclan I am concerned about l t .
I  would therefore vote against the evaporation at this t lme.
(AppLause)

ARTHUR UORRIS: John.

JOHN LEUTZELSCHWAB: I guess Irm the one person who ts a technical person that
l ives r lght next to the power plant. Technfcitty I see no dlfference ln
the options. I thtnk I agree with al l  of the other technical pecple on
the panel.
I guess as somebcdy who ll-ves near the p1ant, the question l-s do rrre want
to get rld of lt right now and take care of lt or let it hang around for
a whlle and take care of l- t  l-ater. Irm sort of opposed to putt ing thlngs
off untl l  later because lt  doesnt t get any better other than the fact
that the tr l t luur wll l  decrease of course over the years.
I tm not  sure how I  would vote on th is .  Maybe I t I l  absta in.  I  sor t  o f
favor gett ing l-t  off the island. I thtnk there is a need to do that.
Put t lng l t  o f f  unt i l  la ter  Juet  puts  the problem of f  unt i l  la ter ,  too.
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The stress will continueo  lt's llke pulling off a Band― Aid.  You can

pu■ l it off quickly rather than over a long period of time.

So 工  gues8 ■
9E1 0n the fence.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Anne.

ANNE TRUNK:  19n going と o 8。  along with 」 ohn.  I'm kind of on the fence.  I've

been hearing Peop■ e say take it off the ttsland and keep it on the island.

工 wou■ d l■ ke to gee it off the island.  I've always said that, and I'll

gtick to that.

So I・ n going to go a■ ong with 」 ohn.  I?m on the fence.

THOMAS SMITHCALL:  Can l ask a question?

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Well, I think ― ―

THOMAS SMITHCALL:  No!

(Laughter)

ARTHUR MORRIS:  No, because l think it's approprttate for the panel members to

offer comnent directly without having to respond to questions at this

point,
The chair is going to offer a colment.  Youtre the only other person

besides myself that hasntt.  Do you choose not to?

THOMAS CERUSKY:  Okay.  Unless 30mebOdy would disagree with the Chair offering

a connent, I▼ ■1■ dc that.

Noェ班ally the Chair does not neces3arily make comments on a situation l土 ke

this, but ,ince it's been something we've all deliberated on 30 muCh and

why we're here tonight, I think it'3 inPOrtant that l do.

First, I dontt think, although we've heard a lot of comments tonight on

the national atandard8, ■  dO not feel that this is a forum for us to

diSCu88 thOSe aspects.  They exist in law and there is not much this

Pane■  can do about then even thouBh we'Ve heard comments directed at

theⅡ .

I think what Eric EPstein had to 3ay abOut the public has not show■

Feally necessari■ y, although he solicited comments, has not shown
direct■ y an aFfu■  ■Ot of interest.  There is a lot of apathy.  I donit

have any doubts about that.  There is certainly in Lancaster.

I do not gee the interest or the concern.  I've heard it from people from

Lanca8● er Who have attended neetings and they've come to several of r_he

neetingg and they've spoken out very strongly, several people have.  But

general■ y there has not been in my community a co.l.Lent OF COnCCrn
expressed to ne.

I he■ d a town ■ eeting on Monday night and there was no coll■ llent at all on

thttB 188ue, nOne whatscever, with the issue coming upo  Letters?  No

letter of any kind.  If I've gotten one or two, I donit recall it,  I

have had a loと  of ca118 frOm Francis Skolnick and I've talked to her back

and forth, but there hag not been a lot of public concern in the

Lancaster area on this Particular issue.
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There has been comment made about the fact that the publlc or certaln
menbers of the publLc donrt trust GPU to evaporate. My feeling on that
Ls t f  they donr t  t rust  them to evaporate,  then why do they t rust  them to
manage the water on the island?
It does appear f rom l l-stenlng to the publi .c, and I sense that there sas a
faLr amount consensus" There was a couple of people that saLd one
Person sa id you shouldnf t  do anyth lng.  You shouldnr t  ho ld l t  on the
island and you shouldntt evaporate i t  and you shouldntt durnp lt .  You
ehouldnf t  do anyth ing,  but  donr t  put  t t  ln  the atmosphere.  That  ls  Just
not  Pract lca l ,  Youtve got  to  do someth ing even l f  l t rs  ho ld lng i t  on the
is land.
Another  person at  the last  meet ing lnd lcated that  they d ldnr t  nant  l t
held on the lsland, and tonight gave mixed reactl-on to i t .
But  bes ldes those two people,  I  th lnk genera l ly  what  l rve read f rom
testlmony Ls that l t  should be hel-d on the island from the publlc Irve
heard.
My personal  fee l lng ls  that ts  wrong,  and I  publ ic ly  s tate that ,  I  donr t
th lnk th ls  problem ls  go lng to  go away,  I t rs  a lways going to  be that
I ta ter  Ln those tanks on that  is land,  and l f  i t rs  addressed ten years f rom
now i t ts  go lng to  be the same quest ion.
I dontt bel ieve that the public are going to come forward, the same
members that are here tonlght or slmilar members with slurl lar poLnts of
vlew are going to come forward and endorse an option at that polnt
e l - ther .  Thatrs  xny fee l lng.  r  could be r r rong,  but  that ts  my honest
fee l lng on l t .
I  Just personally feel- no reason why thls panel should offer opposLtion
to the evaporat lon process.  I  do not  fee l  that  we should and that ts  my
opin ion.  I  accept  ny responsib l l i ty  as a publ ic  o f f lc la l .  I fve lLstened
to the technLcal people and Irve l istened to the public, and I feel I
need to make a statement this evening on the Lssue.
Wlth that, everybody has had a chance to speak thelr piece on the panel
and I  personal - ly  fee l  i t  is  t ine for  us to  vote.
The motlon ls to recommend to the NRC that they should not approve the
evaporat lon opt l -on.  Thatrs  what  is  before us.  A yes vote is  for  that
act lon.  I f  you vote yes l - t  means basica l ly  you donf t  evaporate.  I f  you
vote no l t  Beans youtre opposed to that  mot ion.
Ifm golng to really Just make it  easy and ask everybody to raise thelr
hands that would vote yes on that motion now.
(Show of hards)
I  see one,  two,  three,  four ,  f ive hands on the mot lon.
Those people raise their hands that are opposed to that motlon
(Show of hands)
One, t\ro, three four hands and one abstentlon.
So the motion passes by four to one.
(Applause)
Beyond thatr are t.here other comments that the panel members would l lke
to of fer?
(No reeponse)
I asked if  Joel Roth would give a sense of the concern of the publlc that
eras expressed at the last meeting and he indicated he feels hls cornments
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that he offered here earlier on and maybe he could go through them and

THOMAS GERUSKY: I just donrt understand what we do next non. I donrt have a
problem with sayl-ng no r but \re have got to then say what we would
reco[mend be done and we haventt done that.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Well-,  letfs hear i t .

THOMAS GERUSIC: I just dontt thlnk that we ought to just forget about l t  and
go down to Washington and say no and not come up with ---

ARTHUR MORRIS: Ifm not suggesting that, I  .said that we have to now determine
what other comments we would l ike to make, and tf one of them is offer
other  suggest ions '  then that  is  what  the panel  should fee l  f ree to  do.
I t rs  pret ty  c lear  to  me at  th ls  po int ,  and maybe we can take a vote on
itr and uraybe somebody wanted to offer a cornment that the water should be
held on the lsland because that ls one of the thlngs I sense from at
least  most  o f  the people that  voted for  th is  opt ion that  a t  least  a t  th is
t l-me the water should be held on the island.
I f  that ts  what  yourre look ing for ,  I  th lnk maybe that  k lnd of  mot ion
would be in order to say that i t  shouldntt be evaporated and for the t ime
being unti l  a future t lme, whatever the person urlght nant to suggest, l t
should be held in the tanks.
I  t h ink  tha t r s  t he  d i rec t i on .

TH0MAS GERUSKY: Yes, i t  ls.

NIEL WALD: That would be the way it  is now, r lght?

ARTHUR MORRIS: Well r no. I mean al l  rse rve sald l-s that ne oppose
evaPoration. We have not said anything about what they should do with
it.  Now we can choose to sit  back and do nothing or we can choose to
offer a conment on what they should do wlth i t .

NIEL WALD: I tr ied to explain the basis for my vote which is at the t ime t ime
the case has not been made convincingly for taking the actlon of
evaporation nort, and Irm glad you added at thl-s t ine ln one of your
rephras ings of  th is .
I think that is something that we can reflect by an obviously spl i t  vote,
but that ls the option to maintaln the status quo unti l  there ls a
further basis for consideration of any of these options or a better one.

ARTHUR MORRIS: I thlnk to reflect that though lt  must be put ln the form of a
motion and must be carried. I dontt think \re can lnterpret the prevl-ous
actLon Eo lnd icate that  i t ts  a  s tatus quo opt lon.  I t  is  an opposi t ion of
the alternatlve recornnended.
I  sense what  youtre say ing is  r lght ,  but  I  th ink werve got  to  vote on
that. So if  you want to put l t  forwardr )ou make the motion that the
sense of  the panel  ls  yourre say ing to  malnta in the s tatus quo unt i l : -
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NIEL I{ALDI Untl l  a stronger case ls made for taking the proposed action at
thLs t ine or  unt l l  there is  a  more desl rab le a l ternat ive.

AFTHUR MORRIS: What I have down here is to maintaln the status quo untl l  a
at ronger  case can be made for  a  more desi rab le a l ternat lve.

NIEL TJALD: For the proposed optlon or a more deslrable alternatlve.

ARTHUR MORRIS: To maintaLn the status quo or a dlfferent optlon to that Ls
how I read it ,  and the optlon can be anything including the evaporation.

NIEL IIALD: Including the evaporatl-on. Thatrs what I meant to include' yes.

THOMAS GERUSKY: Ir11 second that.

ARTHUR I,IORRIS: It I s been move and seconded that we maLntal-n the status quo
unt i l  a  s t ronger  case can be made for  a  more desi rab le a l ternat ive,  and
more desirable agaLn could include evaporatlon.

NEIL WALD: You had better specify that because when you say more desirable i t
seems to be rul lng out evaporarion which I donrt mean to do.

ELIZABETH MARSHALL: I thlnk that Nlel said for evaporatLon or a more
desi rab le a l ternat ive.

ARTHUR MORRIS: How about l f  we say lf  a case can be made for a more deslrable
alternatlve lncluding evaporation?

NIEL WALD: I  dont t  th lnk that  says l t .

ARTHUR MORRIS: Okay. Reprhrase l-t" Say lt .

NIEL SIALD: Untl l  a stronger case can be made for evaporation or a more
desl rab le a l ternat ive.

ELIZABETH !{ARSHALL: I thtnk you should be the word t 'eithertt ln there, either
evaporatl-on or a more desirable alternative.

TIIOMAS SMITHGALL: Why donrt you read what we just voted on. We voted on lt ,
d ldn f t  we?

ARTHUR MORRIS: There was a motion made, and the motlon that was made was to
oppose the evaporation option. That ls what I wrote down and read
severa l  t imes.

THOMAS SMITHGALL: And how wetre putt ing i t  back in ln another optlon.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Wellr r lor no. The motion before us now that has been moved by
Niel and seconded by Tom Gerusky with a fr iendly amendment, as I under-
s tand i t ,  is  to  mal-nta in  the s tatus guo,  th is  is  the mot ion,  unt i l  a
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strongel case can be made for evaporation or a more desirable alterna―

tive.  Thatis what it is.  The key Part of tile motion is to maintain the

status quo.  There is a condition on that however.

NIEL WALD:  If the sense of the prevttous lnotion was forever ban evaporation, I

would have tO withdraw my vote because l didntt mean that,  I meant now,

evaporation now l voted against.  I think that was the sense of the

l■ottton really and not forever.

MICHAEL MASNttK:  Could you also say to make a stronger case to take action?

Is that a fair characterization?

NIEL WALD:  That's what 工 'In trying to convey, yes.

MICHAEL MASNIK:  And then may be you cou工 d drop that whole last part of it.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Wait a millute.  Let me undersLand what you're saying here.  We

only really want inPut other than the Pane1 3ust fOr clarificatione  So

■f this is a clarification question, Bo ahead.

It's maintain the status quo until a stronger case can be made ― ―

MICHAEL MASNIK:  To take acttton.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Until a stronger case can be made for evaporation is how it

reads.

Now if Niel wants to amend that, and I'In not sure tt really ― ―

NIEL WALD:  For evaporation or ― ―

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Until a stronger case can be made for evaporation or a more

desirable alternative is what the wording is.

NIEL WALD:  I would be w主 1ling to modify a desirable case to take actttOn

including 一 ―

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Go slowly.  Until a stronger case can be made is what l haves

lf you change that to something else, 30 aheado  Go slowly.

NIEL WALD:  I'm having trouble because it's in the air instead of in front Of

Ele.  A strong case can be made for l would say definitive action includ―

ing ― ― then go on with the evaporation or a more ― ―

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Okayo  Maintain the status quo until a stronger casゃ
rcan be

made for defin■ tive action, ■ ncluding evaPoration or a more des■ rable

a■ternative?

NIEL WALD:  Yes.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  It has been moved and seconded in a very friendly way that the

moと 主on, and unless one of the two motioners would disagrec, then we would

debate that, but they don't, and this is what theytve said at this POttnt.
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Mal-nta in the s tatus quo untL l  a  s t ronger  case can be made for  def ln l t lve
act ion,  Lnc ludlng evaporat ion or  a  more desi rab le a l ternat ive.

JOSEPH DINIINNO: May I make a comment?

ARTHUR MORRIS: Cerrainly.

JOSEPH DINUNNO: It sounds more confusing than it  has to be. I was under the
impression that what youfre trylng to say ls there was no csse made for
doing anythlng at this stage of the garne.

NIEL WALD: Well,  the only proposal for whlch a case $ras belng made was
evaporation. You have to get really this far at thls stage ln the game.

JOSEPH DINUNNO: Yes,  but  yourre say ing we donr t  r reed to  make a declsLon.
Nobody  has  rea l l y  made  a  case  tha t  we lJ . ,  l t t s  more  than  tha t .  I t t s  a l so
that we have an ideal method now. If  we have an ldeal method now, then
the case for  go ing ahead would be a lo t  eas ier .  So i t ts  a  combinat ion of
both the t iuring and the methodology. So I thlnk this motion does state
it,  and rnaybe our discusslon wll- l  clarl fy i t  for anyone who is confused.

THOMAS GERUSKY: I am concerned about an Lndefinite postponement of a
decis ion.  I  mean I  just  dont t  know.  I  donr t  l rant  that  water  on the
island for 35 or 40 years and have to worry about l t  for that long.

NIEL WALD: Thls gives GPU the option of coming back wlth a better proposal or
bet ter  just i f tcat ion for  moving i t .

THOI'IAS SMITHGALL: I voted against the f irst proposal on evaporation because I
dldnrt want evaporation. Now youfre going to ask me to put evaporatl-on
back in  again.  I  cant t  suppor t  that .  Thatrs  what  youtre ask ing me to
d o .
My vote on evaporation was based on the fact that I didntt want any
environmental releases in this area, includlng evaporatlon. Yourre
asking me now to make a better case for i t  and then Ir11 vote for l t .  My
confusLon ls that yourre asklng for status quo, but then yourre asklng me
to vote for  evaporat ion.

NIEL I.IALD: Itn asking you to consider the case for moving ahead and then the
best option lf  there is enough justi f lcation to move ahead.
I f  the conclus ion were that  the s ta in less s teel  tanks w111 sel f -descruct
and melt in f ive years and evaporation is the best way to get r id of the
l ta ter  wi th  the other  opt ion being to  re lease t t  as l t  ls ,  2  ur i l l lon
gallons into the environmentr lou might rrant to consider evaporation. I
cant t  c lose out  the poss ib l l i ty  l f  the just i f icat lon is  there.
I think the point that Irur trying to make is that r lght now I donft think
the Just i f leat ion ls  there to  outwelgh the concerns.  I  th ink the
Just i f icat ion has to  be there,  but  I  donr t  want  to  c lose out  any opt ion
when the just i f icat ion is  suf f ic ient .  I  canr t  be absolute about  say ing
this one --
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ARTHUR MORRIS: Itrs okay to debate your feel ings, but unless you Buggest an
amendment to delete somethLngr rf,erre really not goLng to move forward on
l t .

THOMAS STIITHGALL: I make an amendment to delete evaporatlon from the
p roposa l .

ARTHUR MORRIS: Okay. So the wording would say unti l  a stronger caae can be
made for definit lve action on a more desirable alternatLve is what you
would suggest  i t  would say.
Do we have a second to that motlon?

JOHN LEUTZELSCHIIAB: Ir11 second that.

ARTHUR MoRRrs: courd we move very qulckly to a vote on thlsr please.
I f  you object r  p lease 1et  me knew.
There is an orlginal motlon that reads, and I wil l  take the t lme to read
the origl-nal and what this one is.
Malntair: the status quo untLl a stronger case can be made for deflnit lve
act ion,  inc lud ing evaporat ion or  a  more desi rab le a l ternat ive.
If  you would vote for the amendment you would be votLng to el ininate the
wording of the evaporatl-on such that l t  would then read:
Malntain the status quo unti l  a stronger case can be made for definl-t ive
act ion on a more desl rab le a l ternat ive.
If  you vote yes to that, you are deleting any reference to evaporatLon.
Even lf  you vote yes and lt  passesr w€ sti l l  have to vote on the rnal-n
mot lon then wi thout  evaporat ion ln  l t .  Understand that .
All  Lhose ln favor of the motion to delete the word ttevaporatlonfr

bas ica l ly  ls  what  wefre say ingr  p lease say Aye.
(Chorus of Ayes)

ARTHUR MORRIS: I hear two very weak Ayes.
(The word Aye emphasized)
Thank you.
(Laughter)
A11 those opposed to the notion please say No.
(Chorus of Noes)
Okay. The Noes have it  and evaporation is st i l l  ln the motlon.
Now we have before us the main motlon and may we vote on this uain motl-on
at  th is  po int .
A11 those in favor of the motion, and Irm going to take the tLme to read
it so nobody can say they misunderstood it .
Maintain the status quo unti- l  a stronger case can be made for definlt lve
action including evaporation or a more desl-rable alternative.
A11 those in favor of that motion please say Aye.
(Chorus of Ayes)
A1l  those opposed say No.
(Chorus of  Noes)
Again, t ,he Ayes have it .

FROM THE FLOOR: We want to see their hands.
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ARTHUR I{ORRIS: You want to see thelr hands? Okay, w€rl l  do ft.
A l I  those ln  favor  of  the mot j .on p lease s lgn l fy  by ra is lng your  r lght
hand.
(show of hands)
Flve people are i-n favor of that rnotLon.
Those that  are opposed to the mot lonr  p lease ra ise your  hands.
(Show of hands)
Four  people are opposed to the mot lon.
I t r s  f l ve  to  fou r .

FROM THE FLOOR: Ilow about the Chair.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  You want  the Chai r  to  vote? The Chai r  doesnf t  have to  vote,
but  the Chal r  can vote on th ls .  Let  me just  th lnk about  th ls  for  a
second.
(Laughter)
I  was th lnk ing I  wasnf t  go ing to  need to.
I f  I  have to  vote,  I  wi l l  vote No on the mot ion,  and I  know th is  probably
goofs th lngs up,  and the reason for  vot ing I fnr  go ing to  vote No.
That t "  ty  vote.  I  shouldnt t  g lve a rea,c ion.
Wel1,  i f  somebody wants to  object  to  ny I  voted as I  d id  in  the
prevLous one, and tf somebody wants to make a technlcal complal-nt on
that ,  f ine,  but  wl th  the Chai r  vot ing Lt ts  f lve to  f ive,  which I  th ink I
have the cholce to  do when l t ts  a  dec ld ing vote,  whlch in  th ls  case i t
was .
The motlon is defeated by f ive to f ive. So we do not have a motlon
be fo re  us .
I voted no qulte frankly because you say maintain the status quo. I sald
in  rny s tatement  that  I  cannot  suppor t  that .  Personal ly  I  just  canf t .  I
t h ink  i t f s  w rong .

FREDERICK RICE: Can we use the word "tt ty optionrr rather than --

ARTHUR I '{ORRIS: Well,  real lzer the wordi-ng that Tom Surithgall  attempted to put
in  here was that  speci f lc  th ing,  a  more desi rab le a l ternat ive.  I t  d id
not rule out ln my mind evaporatl-on. It  uright have ln his. Niel wanted
l t  to  be c lear  that  evaporat ion was st l1 l  an opt ion because he fe l t  that
he didnrt want to send the wrong message I think. So he wanted to leave
i t  in  as an opt lon.
Right non we donft have anything unless somebody wants to make a motion.

THOMAS SMITHGALL: The amendment that was defeated'el lminating the word
ttevaporatlontr has to be taken in the context of what this rtoman is
putt lng down on tape and is going to come in our transcript when we voted
about  the evaporat ion issue at  the outset .
We a l l  have d i f ferent  reasons for  not  suppor t ing the evaporat lon pro-
posal r  but  i t  seems inconsis tent  to  say no,  I fm not  favor ing evaporat lon,
but  then say you want  to  put  i t  back in  in  another  vote.  I  canr t  suppor t
l t  that  way.

A.169



ARTHUR MORRIS:  Fron your standPoint l understand that clearly, and l under―

stand what Niel ± 3 Saying, と oo.  Niel is indicating that his voこ e against

eVaPoration earlier was hot ultinately against it but aBainSt it at this

tine because he feels that more info.11lation needs to be ava± lab■ e.

So he wanted to include that in a motion that Bave that message and the

、 motion loste  Sc he wasntt successful in that.

ELIZASETH MARSRALL:  If members of the Commission read the transcript, the

寸hole transcript of this meeting, includttng the comments that were made

that WeFe brOught to our meeting, they will hear solne of the scientists

who gave their opiniOn felt about evaporation.

It seetts to ne that if they can counter some of those arguments and make

a better case fOr it that would convince peoPle in this area, that

perhape it could be brought up again.
19n not saying that it should be ruled out forever because certainly

there are hazards involved with almost anything you do with it.  It is a

genie in a bottle.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Well, Ellzabeth, 土 f somebody can put that in the fo.111 0f a

notion, too.  I feel that we should not as a panel expect the Commis―

sioners to read the tthole transcrttpt or wo are not passing along to them

the reflection of the public in ourselves.

That is why l think people here have attempted to give at least some

direction other than no tO evaPoration.

ELIZABETH MARSHALL:  We have heard froln soコ e ob3ectミ ve scientists, and as far

,S I knoW they are objective and not subjective, ュ nd they are well estab―

1  1■shゃd PeOpleo  So l dontt think that we should turn a deaf ear to theコ .
Techno■ oBy does make mistakes,  Then years from now we may find that the

evaporation of this water nas had a bajd effect in sPite Of What ev■ dence

there nay be in the environmental il■ Pact statement.
I think that we have a right to FefleCt the genuine concerns that our

citizens have and that we have because we have heard you might say

another side of the aisle.

The NRC depends a lot for their info.11lation on the licensee, and the

licensee does have a conflict of interest。   ■  3uess perhaps thatts why
we're here because we are a cushion between the conflict of interest and

the pub■ ic.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  Does any member of the Panel want to offer any comment on the

longevity of the storage on the i31and?

工'a not talking about in years, but is there an interest on the pane■
 to

reflect any kind of oPinioll on whether this should be long― te■11l storage

as water on the island or not?

Is there a sense of the panel on that?

ELIZABETH MARSHALL:  I think the panel might urge the NRC to consider

aPpropriate action in the near future as to what alternative options

night be wise.  And lnaybe we shouldn't say a■ ternative options, buと  we

shou■ d say to IIlake a better case for evaporation or to sugBest the next

tesirab■ e cPtion.
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ARTHUR MORRIS:  But, Ellzabeth, we dust did that.  I mean bagical■
y we said t。

them ・ f it wcu■ d have passed and it was defeated, that they've got to

lnake a better case fOr evaporation or sOme cther lllore desttrab■ e a■ terna―
tive.  Thatts really what the message was and it was defeated.

I guess what 19m 10oking at is since that lost, there has been sone senee

expressed by individuals that vOted for the original motion tO deny the

evapOration OFtiOn at this time, that they were cOncerned about the

status quo forever.  l mean l think I've heard that, and a11 1'm saying

is there a sense of this Panel tO make sone kind Of comment to the NRC ag

to whether we feel that there is a problem for the water to remain

indefil■itely on the island Or is that a concern Or is it not a concern?

I think we need tO give some sense.

ELIZABETH MARSHALL:  工 t's defintttely a concern and PerhaPs our motion should t
state that.

ARTHUR MORRIS: hlel l  rhen somebody should put that ln
that ts  the fee l lng of  the panel  and wet l l  dec lde

the form a motl.on lf
whether l t ts somethlng

lre want to recommend or not.
Again,  l rve sensed as Chai r  that  there is
storage of  water  on the is land,

a concerR on the lndeflnlte

ELIZABETH MARSIIALL: Wellr perhaps we should have a motl-on that wouLd say it
is the concern of the panel that the water not be stored on the island,
and that -- for a lengthy --

ARTHUR MORRIS: Hors about indefinite period?

BLIZABETH I ' IARSIIALL: For an indefinite period, and that other alternatives, or
other options be considered or that a new -- what was Lt, a atronger caae
for  evapora i ion be presented.

ARTHUR MORRIS: ELizabeth, we voted a very sLmLlar Dotlon clown. If you want
to make that  mot ion,  f ine,  but  I rm hear ing - -

ELIZABETH MARSHALL:  Youtre concerned abOut the tine ll回 its.
elnPhasizing that, hOw 10ng it was there。

lJe were not

ARTHUR MORRIS:  But the cOncerD Of the panel that it not be stored On the

island indefinitely could be an actiOn.  You dorl'i necessarily have to

say ― ― I mean obviously inPlied in that is that you've got tO cone up

with another optiOn.  工  dOn't know that you have to go further than that

unless you want tO.  工 f you are suggesting that more cPtiOns be con―
sidered, that's fine, to。 , whatever you want.
工 just sense that if you add OntO that evaporation actiOn you're going t。
be back to five to five.

ELttZABETH MAR3HALL:  Then youtre not for making any recoIBIIlendatiOns but sust

making a statelnent。
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ARTHUR MORRIS: Thts panel has said they don't want to touch evaporation at
th ls  po int .  That ts  bas ica l l -y  what  I rve heard then say ing,  they dont t
want to include tt in a motLon. I, lhether you ltke It  or not, they have
said that ,  or  a t  least  f ive to  f ive they sa ld i t .
I  th ink a mot lon wl th  evaporat ion in  i t  is  doomed to fa i l ,  and I tm
suggesting in order to make progress that we uright want to have the panel
express that  the water  not  be s tored indef ln i te ly ,  and I  th ink that rs  the
sense  o f  i t .

ELIZAiSETH I,IARSHALL: Thatts al l  r ight. I  make that motion.

ARTHUR MORRIS: The questLon is do we have a second to the motl-on.

ELTZABETH I'IARSIIALL: The concern of the panel that the water --

ARTHUR MORRIS: The concern of the panel that the water not be stored on the
Lsland indef in i te ly .

WILLIAM TRAVERS: What ts  indef ln l te? I rm sorry .  When rh ls  panel  s tar ted i t
was only supported to be on the lsland for f ive years.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Indeflnitely means they should not just assume that that is a
long-term solution is storage on the island. The sense of the panel is
that  is  not  the so lut ion l f  that  is  what  you vote for  here.
Now somebody would say well,  what is the length of t irne. I think to get
into a debate on that again ls going to be a problem and youtre going to
ta lk  two years '  f ive years,  ten years.  I  just  th ink that rs  a problem for
the panel to come to grips with.

ELIZABETH I{ARSHALL: Could \re say a rimely solution?

ARTHUR MORRIS: Well,  we get back to whar is the t lme.
John.

JOHN LEUTZELSCHWAB: I think wetre looking for a sense and not for any direc-
t ions.  The NRC is  just  go ing to  say wel l ,  what  do you fee1.  So I  th ink
this ff indefinitely" would at least give them somethlng to work with. . .

ELIZABETH MARSIIALL: Yes.

」OsEPH DiNUNNO:  工  think you have g■ ven them that.  You have a five tO five

vote on a proposition before and that gives them a sense, and this I

think reflects the feeling out there and it ref■ ects a counter fee■ ing
and l dontt think you're 30ing to get much further than that.

I don?t think you're going to get any unanimous oPinion On much Of

anyこれing beyond that point other than the fact that there has tO be a

so■ution, and it's a lnatter of whether you make it now or you lnake it

later.  That's what we're rea■ ly ta■ king abOut, and putting it off

doesn't do ― ― 主f tt cou■ d see sitting here that there were any a■ terna―
tives that have not been exanined and looked ■ ike they wou■ d come down

the pike in two years, I would be right wttth you, but l don't.



I  thtnk they have done an exhaustlve look at alternatives, and I cantt
see them comlng up with anythlng withln tno years that ls going to add
very much to thl-s.

ARTHUR MORRIS: But I do feeL, Joe, a sense from the panel that thls ls not a
permanent solutlon. In fact, the concern of the panel that the water not
be stored on the lsland lndefiniteLy ls a sense that I feel ls import-;rt
to offer l f  we have such a sense.
Tom.

TTIOMAS GERUSKY: GPU could submit a proposed change to their tech specs to
allow rel-ease of the water to the river, and we havenft done anything
about that issue. They could go right on and release the water to the
rlver. I{trat we have done 1s prevented them from doing maybe a better
opt lon.  I  Just  donr t  th ink that  that  vote,  the vote that  we took against
one optlon ls going to sol-ve this problem, and thatrs what lrm concerned
wl th.
I thlnk we should have looked at the total picture. I  donr t thlnk you
Igant l t  released to the river elther. You should have said that ln the
motlon lf  thatrs what you wanted.
(AppLause)
Wtrat you dld Ls p,robably authorize them to dispose of i t  in the r iver,
and I rm opposed to ' , : i r .13.  I  Just  dont t  th ink that  is  a  good sense.

ARTHUR MORRIS: I voted agaLnst the motion. So if  youtre looking ac me when
you say that, i t  was not my motion. I voted agalnst both of them, and I
agree with you. That ls a considerable concern of mine, and Itve
mentLoned that to the members of the publlc and to members of this panel
on more than on occasicn.

ELIZABETH MARSHALL: It nas my understanding though that we were voting
agalnst thelr proposal to evaporate.

ARTHUR I,IORRIS: That ! s right.

ELIZABETH IIIARSHALL: Thatf s what they proposed.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  We suppor ted the EIS,  f l rs t  o f  a l l ,  accepted i t .  We said i t fs
acceptable. Then we sald the evaporation was not acceptable. And then
we defeated a motlon to malntain the status gu9, et cetera. We defeated
that.
So really at thls polnt there has been no word to the dumping of the
water into the rlver.

THOMAS SMITHGALL: Do you nant a sense of that?
(Laughter)

ARTHUR MORRIS: Wellr fou know,
I f  so,  then you had bet ter

FREDERICK RICE: I thought that

does th is  pane l  want  to  g lve  a  sense o f  tha t?
g ive  a  mot ion .

was included --
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ARTHUR MORRIS: It  was not included.
t lmes and l-t  was not included.

I f  you see the recordr  l t  was read 18

NIEL WALD:  The motion that failed would have precluded action without a

better justificatiOn, and that also implies that it's not long― teLm,

indefi,ite future status quo on the island.

ARTHUR MORRIS:  TO Ine when you say maintain that status quo until a stronger

case ― ― status quo to me is the 80Verning item, and that's why l voted

against it.

If you wou■ d have said as part of that something about storage on the

island indefinitely is nOt the solution, but that we would maintain the

status quo until a stronger and so on, then l would have voted for that

and it would have passed sitt to four.  That would have sold me enough or

at least the statement was being made that we shOuldn't store it on

■sland Permanently.

ELIZABETII MARSHALL:  Can't we come up with on motion that's 30ing to cOver all

of this?

ARTHUR MORRIS: Well,  I  rhink that is what Niel is attempting to do, and what
hers doing, i f  I  cou.l-d be clear, is moving the sense of the concern of
the panel that the watex' noE be stored on the island indefinitely perLod,
maLntaln the status quo unti l  a stronger case can be made for deflnit ive
act ion,  inc lud ing evaporat ion,  or  a  more desi rab le a l ternat lve.
That was what I think you were suggesting norr as a motion.
Do we have a second to that?

THOMAS GERUSKY:  I dontt know what you said?

ARTllUR MORRIS:  Pardon?

THOMAS CERUSKY:  I don't know what you said.  工  mean I've heard so many words

m■sused tonight in discussions on individual IROtiOns, that l would llke

to make a motion that we ad30urn.

(Laughter)

ARTHUR MORRIS:  You 3ust sattd that you were concerned that we haventt spoke to

the water dumping issue, and now you sit here and say you want to

adjourn.

THOMAS GERUSKY:  I know, but l don't thirlk wetre going to do that。   工 3ust
can't see us doing that properly, and ■  don?t think any more votes are

going to solve that Problem, except a vcte to ad30urn.

FRANK STANDERFER:  工  wolldor if it would helP the panel for me to exPlain  … …

ARTHUR MORRISi  Co‐ dle up to the mike, Frank.  Frank, ■  on■ y want one or two
lninutes, Please.

I t  wonf t  take  very  long.FRANK STANDERFER:
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ARTHUR MORRIS: Thatts al l  we want.

FRAIIK STANDERFER: The panel has been struggling over thls for three months,
and we struggled over i t  for three months last sprLng. Thls started ln
January of last year' when the Commission asked us to make a
recommendation.
So ln belng responsLve to their request tre -- by July -- we sald that we
could make a reconmendatl_on by July.
We looked at the optlons and found four practical optlons, to store l-t  on
the ls landr  put  i t  in  the r iver ,  make a b ig b lock of  concrete out  o f  l t
and store i t  on the ls land or  evaporate i t .
Then we sort through those this way. We decided that we would not
recommend to Put i t  in the r iver. I t  was clearly an unacceptable optlon
to the people ln  th ls  area.
Then we decided that we wanted to dispose of wastes from the island when
they were aval lab le for  d isposal  and we d ldnr t  want  to  s tore that  water
on the ls land.
That left either a btg block of concrete on the lsland or evaporation and
we decided that we dld not want to make the island into a low-level waste
duurp, and that left us wlth one optlon, which was the evaporation optlon.
A11 of the options comply with regulatory requirements at the present
t ime.  So poss ib ly  the panel  could take a posl t ion on some of  the lssues,
such as r iver disposal and whether i t  should be stored on the island.
That Ls how we sorted through it .

ARTHUR MORRIS: Thank you.

ELIZABETH FIARSHALL: Mr. Standerfer, why did consi.der making one great, huge
concrete block rather than a whole lot of smaller ones that mlght be
moved?

FRAI{K STANDERFER: You can make small ones or big ones. Thatfs al l  the same
oPtion. That would be the solidif ication and storing the material on the
islandr and we declded that lre should not creat,e a low-levei r i lasre
storage dump on the island.

ELIZABETH MARSHALL: Right, but i f  you had it  say ln sural ler blocks of
concrete, could i t  not then be moved to the low-level dlsposal site that
werre eventual ly  go ing to  have?

FRANK STANDERFER: Yes, and the price is $35 uri l l ion and we dld not believe
that that was economLcally viabie. I t  w111 take up a lot of space in the
statets  dump and I  donr t  th ink they would want  to  waste that  space on
material which is de minimr-rs in radioactive content.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Frank, thank you.
I  th ink at  th is  t lme t ru ly ,  and wht le  L ind icated before and I  th lnk l tn
complicating things by Lndlcating a wi. l l ingness to change my vote, the
fact  is  when a le t ter  goes inco the NRC i t fs  go ing to  ind lcate that  th ls
panel  by a f ive- four-one vote voted to  oppose the evaporat ion.  I tm going
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to lndLcate that by a f l-ve to f ive vote no recomnendatlon was made on
that wordLng that I w111 not read again.
(Laughter)
That ts  where th ings s tand at  th is  po lnt ,  and I fm not  go lng to  push or
suggest that we get lnto storing lndeflnltely ir t t ie paneL doesnrt have a
gensg.
My biggest concern aE thls polnt is I personally do not want to leave
wlthout giving a sense on the durnping of the water lssue lnto the rlver,
and I wouLd ask that we at l-east cl-ose that loop because I thlnk -- I
hadnft pushed for us to do that because I thought i t  was clear, but maybe
we went to make it  perfectly clear.
I would ask that somebody make that motlon at least to clear that polnt
uP .

FREDERICK RICE: I so move.

THOIIAS SI'IITHGALL: Second.

ARTHUR MORRIS: It ts been moved and seconded that the panel express opposit lon
to the dumplng of the water option into the rlver.
A11 those in favor of that motion signify by saying Aye.
(Chorus of Ayes)
Is there anybody opposed to the motion?
(No response)
So l - t rs  unanlmous.
Is there any other motLon that anybody would l ike to make, or any other
comnents you feel we should be making in general and you would like the
Chair to express without being formal about l t  in a letter to the NRC?
Should I be at l iberty to express some of the public concerns thet wefve
heard at the rneeting?

JOSEPH DINUM.IO: Sure.

ARTHUR MORRIS: Okay. I wil l  do that.
Other than that, I  feel that we really have concluded action tonight on
the purpose for the meetl-ng.
[Discussion and adjourned]
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APPENDIX B

COMRIBUTORS TO THE ST'PPLEX'IENT

The overal l  responslbl l l ty for the preparatlon of thls supplement lraa
asslgned to t l te  Three Mt le  Is land ProJect  DLrectorate of  the Of f ice of  Nuclear
Reactor RegulatLon, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comlsslon. The statement waa
prepared by members of the TMI Dlrectorate lr l th substantlal asslatance from
other NRC conponents and the Paetf lc Northwest Laboratory. The naJor con-
tr lbutors to the draft supplemeirt,  thel.r aff l l lat ions, and functlon or
expert lse are l lsted below.

NAI,TE AFFttLIAT10N FUNCT10N OR EXPERTISE

Nuclear Regulatory Cc,nnl_es:!e!r

Mlchael T. Masnlk

Wll l lam D. Travers

Jack Bell

Thonas A. Moslak

Edward F. Branagan,
J r .

TMI Cleanup ProJect Dlrectorate

TMI Cleanup ProJect Dl.rectorate

ProJect Manager

Dlrector,  TMI ProJect
Dlrectorate

SenLor Radlatlon
Speclallst

TMI Cleanup Project Directorate

TltI Cleanup ProJect Dlrectorate Radlatlon SpeciaList

Reactor Systems Branch, DlvlsLon Radlologlcal Effecta
of PWR-B

Pacific Northwest Laboratory(a)

Linda F. Munson

Rebekah Harty

Mlchele R. Landls

Leo H. Munson

Car l  M.  St roud

Ermet Moore

Bruce Napler

Health Physlcs Depertment

Health Physlcs Department

Health Physlcs Department

Health Physlcs Department

Health Physlcs Department

Energy Systems Department

Geoscl.ences Department

ProJect Manager

Health Physlcs

Health Physlcs

Ilealth Physlce

Health Physics

Regulatory Assessnent

Dose Assessnent

(a )  The PacLf lc  Nor thwest  Labora tory  Ls  opera ted  fo r  the  U,S.  Depar tment  o f
Energy  by  the  Bat te l le  Memor l -a l  Ins tL tu te .
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AFFILIAT工 ON FUNCT10N OR EXPERTISE

PacLflc NoElqhwest L3boratorv (contlnued)

Jennifer E. Tanner

Davld A. Baker

John B. Brown

Ll-nda A. Sigal- la

Phl l l lp  M.  Dal lng

Ronald L. Kathren

David A. Lamar

Wl l l lam T,  Farr ls

Health Physlcs Department

Geosciences Department

Water Systen and Transporta-
t l-on Department

Hea1th Physlcs Department

Energy Systems Department

Health Physlcs Department

Earth ScLences Department

Earth Sclences Department

Dose Rate CaLculat l -on

Dose Assessment

SenLor RevLewer

Health Physlcs

Dose Assessment /
Transpor tat lon

Senlor Reviewer

Dose Assessment

Dose Assessment
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APPENDIX C

CALCtrLAT10N OF RADIAT工 ON DOSES

FROM WATERBORNE AND AIRBORNE PATHWAYS

,  Th ls  appendlx  conta lns the methodologles,  assumpt lons,  and parameters
used in the calculatLon of the radiation exposure to the public. The pathways
are organlzed Lnto three groups:  waterborne pathways f rom the TMI s l te ,
alrborne pathways from the TMI Slte, and airborne pathways from the NTS.

C. I WATERBORNE PATHWAYS

The publ . lc  rad lat ion doses resul t ing f rom the re lease of  acc l -c lent -
generated water to the Susquehanna Rlver were generated by the NRCts LADTAp II
comPuter  code (Strenge,  Peloquin and Whe1an 1986) .  The LADTAP I I  generates
SO-year  dose comnl tments based on one year  of  lngest ion.  For  the a l ternat lves
where lngestion occurs for a period of longer than one year, i t  was conserva-
t lvely assumed that al l  the matertal lngested durlng the entlre perlod of
exPosure was lngested ln one year. Doses rcere deternlned for the maxlmum
lndlvldual- and for the populatlon wlthir i  a 50-m11e (80-ktloneter) radLus of
the power p lant .

The pathways considered for doses to the maxlmally exposed indlvtdual and
the population were consumption of drinking nater and f ish from the river,
r ivershore activit les, and boating and swirnming ln tt ie r lver. The lrr lgated
farm product/food pathway was not applled to the dose calculatlons.

The affected population within the 50-mi1e (80-kl lometer) radlus numbered
2.2 mILLion people wl th  age group d is t r lbut ions as fo l lows:  71% adul ts ,  l | : l
teenagers,  and '  18% chi ldren.  Only  300,000 of  the 2.2 ml l l ion peopie were
assumed to have obtalned their drlnking water from the river.

Table C.1 containr; the consumption and usage rates by the maxLmum indlv-
ldual  for  the var lous pathways.  Table C.2 l ls ts  the consumpt ton rates for
drlnklng water and rl-ver f lsh used for the populatlon dose calculatlons.
Addl t lonal  parameters used for  the populat lon dobes are as fo l lows:

o shore lLne usage -  831000 person-h/yr
o swLmming - I20,000 person-h/yr
c  boat lng -  5201000 person-h/yr
r  spo r t  f i sh lng  (ed ib i -e )  y ie ld  -  308 ,000  Ib l y r  (68 ,000  ke /y r )
c conrmercial f lshing )r ield - none assumed.

The f low rate of  the r lver  was assumed to be 341000 cfs  (963 m3/sec)  for
a l l  except  one of  the ca l -cu lat ions"  The except ion was the ca lcu latLon of  dose
to the maximally exposed lndtvidual from the consumption of f ish. For thls
ca l cu la t l on ,  a  31150  c f s  (89  n3 /sec )  f l ow  ra te  was  used .  S ince  the  f l ow  ra tes
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TABLE C.1. Consumptlon and Usage for the Maxlmum Indlvldual

RatePathway

Fish

Drlnklng Water

Shorellne Use

Boatlng

Swlmnlng

Fish

Target

lnfant

Chlld

Teenager

Adult

lnfant

Ch± ld

Teenager

Adult

lnfant

Child

Teenager

Adult

All

All

0 Lb /yr
15  lb /y r
3 5 ' L b / y r
46  Lb /y r

87 gal./yr
I4O gaL/yr
l4A ga1-/yx
I9O gallyr

0

14

67

12

0

0

(0
( 6 . 9

( 1 6
( 2 1

(330

(510

(510

(710

h/yr

h/yr
h/yr
h/yr

h/yr

h/yr

kg/yr)
kg/yr)
kg/yr)
kg/yr)

L/yr)
L/yr)
L/yr)
L/yr)

TABLE C.2. Consumptlon Rates for Popul-atlon Doses

Target

Ch± ld

Teenager

Adult

Cllild

Teenager

Adult

Rate

4.8 1b/yF   (2.2 kg/yr)
12   1b/yr   (5.2 kB/yr)
15   1b/yr   (6.9 kg/yr)

69   ga1/yr (260   L/yr)
69   ga1/yr (260   L/yr)
98   ga1/yr (370   L/yr)

Drinklng WaEer

of the river were so nuch iarger than the discharge rates, the blowdown dilu―

住土on had no observable effects on the final doses.  The transport time from

the plant discharge Point to the various targets was neglected during the dose

calculationg.

In addition to the doses discussed above, doses to the population that

consunes shellfish harvested from Chesapeake Bay were a■ so caユ■ulated.   The

accident― generated wateF Wa3 diluted by the river flow of 34,000 cfs

(963 配3/seC).  Further dllution by the cooling tower blowdown and d主lution in

::岳景8geR猪 8翌113景 駐]i。3:l岳き'e岳::・as台l]:llu:isilii:::::n i:|:骨:fii8そ:il::::°
n

1/2, the total shellfish consuIEPtiOn W。

k±■ograll18)。  The Shellfish consumption rates for the average individual are

llsted in Table C.3, but the harvest was more than could be consuned by the
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TABLE C。 3. Average Shel-l-f tsh Consumptlon Rates

Target

Child

Teenager

Adult

Maximum Adulと

0.73 1b/yr
l.6  1b/yr
2.2  1b/yr

97    1b/yr

Rate

( 0.33

( 0.75

( L 0

( 4 4

(a)NRC (1977).

(b) Rupp, Miller and Bates (1980)。

population within 50 mil-es (80 kll-ometers) of
populat lon dose from shel l f ish consumptlon ls
consuming Chesapeake Bay shellf ish.

the power p1ant .  Therefore,  the
appl ied to  the ent l re  popul"at ion

C。2  AIRBORNE PATHWAYS AT THREE MILE ISLAND

The public radiation doses resulting from atmosPheriC relP_ases from the

TMI site due to treatment and disposal of accident― generatea water have been

calculated using the CASPAR II computer code (Strenge, rbander and Sol_dat

1986).  The CASPAR code generated 50-year dose そ ommitments based on one year

of inhalattton or ingestion.

Doses were deterttined for the maximally exPosed individual and for the

2.2 mllllon people (age group aistribution:  71% adults, 11% teenagers, and

18% children) living witllin a 50-mlle (80-k± lometer)radius Of the power

plant.  The pathways considered for both the tnaxinlally exposed indivttdual and
the Population doses were ttnhalation, consunPtion Of agricultural products,

and external exposure.

The following ttnput parameters were incorporated into the computer runs.

Consumrption raこ es for indivttdual medbers of the population are 434 1b/yr

(197 kg/yr), 35 ga1/yr (131 L/yr), and 179 1b/yr (81 kg/yr) for Vegetables,

m■lk, and meat, respectively.  Total annual agricultural production for the

50■mile (80-k± lolneter) area surrounding the sttte is l.2 x 100 1bs (5。 32 x

107 kg), 1.4 x 108 gal (5.27 x 108 L), and l.2 x 108 1bs (5.44 x 107 k8) fOr

vegetables, コ 土lk, and beef, resPectively.

Speci f ic  exposure pathways fact lons used are:

.  leafy  vegetables f rom garden 0.5
o other  ed ib les f rom garden 1.0
.  f ract lon of  t ime n l lk  cot ts  are on pasture 0"6
o f ract ion of  t i rne beef  are on Pasture 1.0
o f ract l -on of  t ine ur l lk  goats are on Pasture 1.0
.  n i lk  cow ln take f rom Pasture 1.0
o beef  Lntake f rom pasture 0.8
o mi lk  goat  in take f rom pasture 1.0
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The populat lon d ls t r lbut l .ons wetre obta lned f rom an Lnternal  NRC document
by A.  S ln lsgal l l ,  "1981 Resl -dentLal -  PopulatLon Est lmates 0-80 KLl -ometers For
Nuclear Power Plants.rr t tre i /Qr val-ues erere obtalned from Appendix W of the
PEIS (UnC l98t ) .  The i /Qt  r ra lues for  the maximal ly  hypothet ica l ly  exposed
lndlv ldual  lassuned to be a ch l ld  located at  the s i te  boundary fu ] - l  t ime,
0.34 rnLles (0.55 km) west  o f  the s l te  who consumes goat  ml lk  f rom that  s i te l
was 4 x  10-6 sec/m3 for  the heated re leases f rom the s tack and 3 x  10-5 sec/m3
for  the ground values.  In  addl t lon,  the absolute humld l ty  for  the s l te  ls
8.0 g/m3.  No credi t  for  enhanced d l lu t lon f rom bul ld lng wakes was taken.

ExPosure parameters for the calculations that are not specified above are

contained in the cASPAR code.

C.3  AIRBORNE PATHWAYS AT THE NEVADA TESTINC SITE

The t r i t ium dose to  persons l lv ing wi th in  50 mi les (80 k i lometers)  o f  the
s l . te  of  evaporat ion on the NTS was est imated " f l * { tg  both s i te-speci f ic  ln forma-
t lon and generLc parameter  va lues.  St te  datar \o /  inc lud lng the number of
persons and locat lons,  average wlnd speeds and the i r  f requencies of  occurrence
ln d i rect lon,  were used Ln es. : imatLng atmospherLc d l lu t lon factors at  each
populatlon locatlon fol lowlng a method from the NCRP (1986). The lnhalatl-on
dose from the tr l tLum was then determLned using an average lnhalatlon rate of
2.81 x  105 f t3 /y t  (8000 m3/yr)  anrJ a to ta l  body lnhalat lon dose convers lon
factor  o f  90 rem/Ct  lnhaled (Strenge,  Bander  and Soldat  1986) .  The populat ion
dose from the tr l t lum lnhalatlon was then doubled to lnclude any contrlbutlon
f rom the poss ib le  lngest ion of  contaminated vegetables f rom gardens ln  the
50-n i1e (80-k l lometer)  reg ion.

(a)Letter from S. Black (Environmental Monitoring Standard Laboraと ory,

Las Vegas)dated November 5, 1986, to R. Harty, Pacific Northwest

Laboratory.  Subj ect:  "Data for E■ A AIRDOSE, NTS Wind Data― Yucca

Flats."  Ava■ lable in NRC Public Document Room.
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APPENDIX D

BASIS FOR TRANSPORTAT10N ACCIDENT AND

TRANSPORTAT10N COST ESTIMATES

Several of the alternatives for dlsposal of the accldent-generated ltater

lnvolve of f site shLpment of the product ttaste forms. Because of the extrenel-y

low radLonucllde content of these wastest no radl-o1oglcal consequences are

expected to lesult from these shlpments, lncluding consequences from notmal

(or tnctdent-free) transport as well as accidents. I lowever, acctdents could

occur and therefore, nonradlologlcal fatal i t les and lnJurles could also occuE.

The approach, bases, and result i  of estimatlng the number of fatal l t les and

inJurles for each of Che alternatives that Lnvolves offslte truck shlpnents

are descrlbed in this appendlx. The bases and approach to estlmatlng trans-

por tat ion costs  are a lso descr ibed.

D。l  TRUCK ACCIDENT FATALITY AND IN」 URY ESTIMATES

The general- approach to estimatlng the nonradlologlcal LmPects 9f_acci-
dents during offsiLL shlpments ls to nult lply the nunber of vehlcle-ki lometers

by a fatal i iy (or in3ury) rate glven ln units of fatal l t les (or lnJuries) Per

ki lometer. The nunber of vehicle kl loneters for eech elternatlve ls the pro-

duct of the number of shlprnents tlmes the round-trtp shtpptng dlstance. Acci-

dent fatal l ty and injury data, as well as shlpplng dlstances' are avallab1e

for travel ln three population zones: rural, suburban, and urban (Cashwell et

a l .  1986) .  Therefor l ,  rhe to ta l  fa ta l l t ies (or  lnJurLes)  over  an ent i re  sh lP-

ping campalgn ls the sum of the products of the vehl-cle klloneters and fatal-

iay-(or injury) rares in each zote. The basic accl.dent fatal l ty rates' lnJury

rrt"", and shipptng dLstances used ln thls study are Preeented ln Table D.1.

Only truck tr"tt"portatLon ls consldered. The accldent data ln Cashwel-l  et al.

(19b6) erere taken from statist lcs complled by the Department of TransPortetion

(DOT 1985) .

A f lnal calculation was perfonned to estimate the number of accl 'dents

expected for each alternatlve. Thls estlmate Ls based on the ratlo of the

total number of truck accldents tn 1983 to the total nunber of lnJurLes pro-

duced by thcse acc idents (oot  1985) .  Thls  rat io  ls  1 .18 acc ldents Per  l -n jury .

To estlmate the total number of accideRts for each alternatLve, thLs ratLo Ls

rrult ipl ied by the number of l-njurl-es that was estlnated uslng the lnJury rates

shown previouslY.
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TABLE D.1. Baslc  Truck Transpor tat lon,  Acc ident ,  and Mi leage Data
(Cashwel l  e t  a l .  1986)

Shipment  DestLnat lon
Hanford NTS

One-Way Shtpptng
Dlstance (kn)

RuraI
Suburban
Urban

Fata l l t ies/km

Rural
Suburban
Urban

Injuries/kn

Rural
Suburban
Urban

D.2 TRANSPORTATION COST ESTIMATES

3,370

890

29

3,330

820

27

:i: : il:告

8 。3 x  1 0

3.9 x 10

3 . 8 x 1 0

７

７

７

二

　

”

Because of the low radlonucllde concentratLons in the accldent-generated
lrater, i t  is assumed that al l  wastes would be classlf led as LLW and could be
shipped as a ttnon-highway-route-control1ed" quantity. Special provisions are
required for the higher-activity " ir ighway-route-control l-edfl quantlty shipments
that are not needed for the lraste products consid,.,red in this study" This
sect ion descrLb-s the approach and bases used to est imate t ranspor tat ion costs
and presents the results for each alternative that involves offsite shipments.

A relatlveLy straightforward approach was used to est: lmate offsite trans-
portatlon costs. Unlt costs for non-highway-route-concrol l .ed LLW shtpments
by t ruck were taken f rom McNair  e t  a l .  (1986) .  The uni t  costs  for  these sh ip-
Bents l rere g iven at  $1.90 per  ml le  ($1.18 per  k i lometer) .  This  uni t  cost  was
rnulttpl led by the total one-way vehicle-miles to estlmate the transPortatlon
costs  for  each a l ternat lve.  McNair  e t  a l .  (1986)  ind: tcated that  th is  ra te
should be nult lpl led by only the number of loaded vehicle-ml. les. The number
of one-way vehlcle-miles was calculated by nult iplylng the nurnber of ship-
ments by the one-nay shipptng distances from TMI to i lanford (2'680 mlles or
4,3I3 k l loneters)  and f rom TMI to  NTS (2,612 n i les or  4 ,203 k i lomeEers)  g iven

by Cashwel l  e t  a l .  (1986) .  The resul ts  of  the t ranspor tat ion cost  ca lcr r la-
tLons for each alternative that involves offslte shlpnents are presented ln
T a b l e  D . 2 .
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TABLE D.2. Sunnnary of Transportation Cost Estlmates for Alternatlves
InvolvLng Offsite ShLpments

Nunber  of r^r  Transpor tatLon
Shlpments\o/  Cost ,  $  Ml l l ionsAlternative

Forced Evaporat lon,  80 ( low) 0.41
Sol ld t f icat ion wl th
Of fsLte Bur ia l  135 (h leh)  0.69

Bulk Liqutd Shl-pnent 4ZO 2.1

Ons l te  So l l d l f l ca t l on r  11300  ( l ow)  6 .6
Bu: ia l ,  a t  Hanford 1,600 (h igh)  8.1

Shlpnent of Resin
Llners After Retreat-
ment of Accident-
Generated Water  61 0.31

(a) In sone cases, a range lf,as given for the number of truck
shl-pments.
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f 3. ABSTnACT l2ln uodt or lNl

i
In accordance with the Natlonal Envlronmental Pollcy Act, the ProgtammatLc Envl-ronmental
Inpact Statement Rel-ated to DecontamlnatLon and DLsposel of  RadloactLve Waste for the
1979 Accident at Three Ml1e Island Nuclear Stat ion, Unl. t  2 (PEIS) has been suppLenented.
Thls suppl-ement updates the environmental evaluatlon of accLdent-generated lrater dlsposal
al ternat lves publ lshed ln the PEIS, ut l l lz lng more conplete and current Lnfornat lon, and
coverLng the lLcenseets proposal to dLspose of the water by evaporat ion to the
atmosphere.

The staff  concJ.udes that thls water can be dlsposed of wLthout lncurr ing signi f lcant
envlronmental  impact.  The staffrs evaluat lon of a number of dLsposal al ternat ives
LndLcates that no al ternatLve ls clear ly preferable to the others, and that the
l l ,censeers proposal method is satLsfactory. The r lsks to the general  publ- lc from
exposure to radloactlve effluents from any aLternative have been quantltatlvely estlnated
and are very smal l  f ract lons of the est inrted nornal lncldence of cancer fataLlt les and
genetLc dLsorders. The most eLgnl. f lcant potent lal  Lmpact assocl.ated with any disposal
al ternat ive ls the r lsk of physleal lnJury assoclated wtth transportat lon accldents.
Addlt lonal ly,  no signl f lcant lnpacts to aquat ic or terrestr ial  blot lc from any disposal
al ternat lve are expected.
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